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Section 1. History of the Commission 

ArkansasPublic Service Commission 
The  Arkansas Public Service I Commission (PSC, APSC or 

Commission) regulates 92 public utilities 
which provide electric, gas, telecom- 
munication, and water services to 
Arkansas consumers. These utilities 
generate annual jun&ctional revenues 
exoeeding $3 billion 

The PSC was created by the General 
Assembly, which delegated to the 
Commission the power to regulate the 
service and rates of those utilities subject 
to its jurisdiction. The Commission's 
primary duties are to allow each utility to 
charge rates which will allow it to earn a 
fair return on its investment and to 
likewise ensure that the public does not 
pay more than necessary to provide a fair 
return to the utility. The current 
delegation of legislative authority to the 
PSC is the product of legdative evolution. 

In 1899, acting pursuant to an 
amendment to Ark. Const. Art. 17, W o n  
10, the legislature created the Arkansas 
Railroad commission Though relating 
only to railroads and express companies, 
the act aeating the Railroad commission 
chargeditwiththedutytoensurethatrates 
were just and reasonable. Since then, this 
has been the cornerstone duty of the PSC 
Likewise, the duty to file an annual report 
0- with the 1899 Act, as did the 
Commission's obligation to hear 
complaints from the public about rates. 

In 1919, the Arkansas Corporation 
Commission was created as the suCOeSSOr 
to the Railroad Commission. Its 

regulatory powers were extended to 
seMces and facilities and its juukt ion  
was enlarged to include regulation of 
telegraph and telephone companies; 
pipeline companies for the transportation 
of oil, gas and water; gas companies; 
electric lighting companies; hydro-electric 
companies for the generation and 
transmission of light, heat or power; and 
water companies, fundung water. This 
enlarged jurisdictionwas in addition to the 
transfer of the corporation Commission's 
jurisdiction over railroads and express 
companies. Additionally, the Corporation 
Commission was given authority over new 
construction and additions to plant by the 
requirement that "certificates of 
mwenience and necessity" be obtained 
for such construction 

In 1921, the Corporation Commission 
was abolished and the Railroad 
Commission was recreated. In the 
process, the Corporation Commission's 
original jurisdiction over utilities 
operating within the limits of any 
municipality was removed and that 
regulatoryjunsdictionwasplacedwith the 
municipalities. 

In 1933, the Arkansas Corporation 
Commission was reestablished. The 
Cornmission was vested with the powers 
of several other commissions which were 
abolished, including the Railroad 
Commission. 

A comprehensive 1935 act created the 
Department of Public Utilities within the 
Arkansas Corporation commission The 
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Section 1. Historv of the Commission 

corporation commisson’s powers over 
utilities were transferred to the 
DeparixnentSince the adoption of this 
act,regulatedutiiitieshavepaidanannual 
fee based on gross earnings to finance the 
PSC‘s Operations. The 1935 act gave the 
Department and municipalities 
concurrent and original jurisdiction over 
public utilities Operating within the limits 
of a municipality. Municipalities were also 
authorized to extend service into 
contiguous rural territory and to set rates 
for such service subject to the 
Department’s approval. 

In 1937, electric cooperatives were 
exempted from Department jurisdiction 
in all respects except one. The 
cooperatives were still required to obtain 
a certificate of convenience and necessity 
from the Department before constructing 
or opemting any equipment or facilities 
for supplying electric service in rural 

In 1945, the Arkansas Corporation 
Commission was renamed the Arkansas 
Public Service Commission. The new 
commissonwasvestedwiththe~thority 
and powers of the Corporation 
Commission and the Department of 
Public Utilities, which were abolished. 

In 1951, telephone mpemtives were 
made subject to PSC regulation to the 
Same extent as telephone companies. 
Allocated territories for telephone 
companies were also established by 
reference to then exkthg seMce areas. 
Srmilarjr, in 1957, the legislature provided 

areas. 

explicit protection for territories allocated 
to electric cooperatives pursuant to a 
certificate of convenience and necessity. 

Also in 1957, the powers and duties of 
the Arkausas Public Service Commission, 
with respect to transportation by air, rail, 
water, carrier pipe lines, and motor 
carriers, were transferred to the Arkansas 
Commerce Commission, which in 1971 
wasrenamedthe ArkansasTransportation 
Commission. Since this separation, the 
PSC’s activities have primarily been 
limited to regulating jurisdictional 
utilities. That jurisdiction has been 
subsequently altered at various times by 
the legislature. 

In 1967, the legislature made electric 
cooperatives subject to PSC regulation in 
the same manner as public utilities. The 
legislature also provided for allocation of 
territories for electric public utilities, just 
as it had earlier provided allocated 
territories for electric cooperatives. 
Twenty years later, in 1987, the legislature 
reduced PSC jurisdiction over rural 
electric distribution cooperatives by 
providing that such Cooperatives are not 
subject to PSC rate case procedures, 
except under certain circumstances. 

In the 1971 reorganization of state 
government, the Arkansas Public SeMce 
Commission was transferred to the 
Department of Commerce and located in 
the Division of Utilities and 
Transportation. The PSC retained its 
powers, authorities, duties and functions. 
However, its budgeting, purchasing and 
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Section 1. Histom of the Commission 

related management functions were 
placed under the supervision of the 
Director of the Department of 
Commerce. 

In 1977, the General Assembly 
restoredexclusiveratemakingjurisdiction 
to the PSC, except for utilities owned or 
operated by municipalities. A 1985 
enactment extended that exception by 
specifically exempting from PSC 
regulation the municipal rates and rules 
for rural electric =Me. This same act 
also effectively exempted any municipal 
service or commodity from any PSC 
regulation, with the exception of the 
Commission’s authority under a 1971 act 
to regulate and inspect the ~tura l  gas 
pipeline facilities of municipalgasutilities. 

In 1983, the Department of 
Commerce was abolished. The Arkansas 
Public Service Commission was restored 
toitsstatusasanmdepndentstateagency 
authorized to function as it had prior to its 
1971 transfer to the Department of 
Commerce. 

In 1987, small water and sewer utilities 
were removed from PSC jurisdiction 
However, in 1988 and 1989 the legislature 
provided exceptions. Under certain 
Circumstances, the exceptions allow either 
the customers of the company or the 
company itselftopetition the Commission 
to exercise regulatory pn&ction over 
that particular small water and sewer 
Utility. 

3 



Section2. Ag ency Organization 

The Arkansas Public Service I Commission consists of three 
Commissioners appointed by the 
Governor for overlapping six-year terms. 
There are 167 regular staff positions 
divided into three Divisions: The Utilities 
Division, the Assessment coordination 
Division,andthe’ltrxDivision.Thisreport 
will be limited to a discussion of Utilities 
Division activities. The Tax and 
Assessment Coordination Divisions 

submit separate Annual Reports. 
The Commissoners have oversight 

respom%ility for all three Divisions, but 
spend a majority of their time dealing 
with utility issues. The Utilities Division 
has 114 authorized staff  positions, includ- 
ing the Commissoners and their Im- 
mediate S a  A list of staff positions and 
an organizational chart depicting the 
reporting lines for each group follows: 

. .  of P a  
Commissioners and Immediate Staff ................................... .14 

........................................................ 4 
Administrative Services .............................................. .16 

Legal .12 

ElectricUtilities ..................................................... 9 
Gas and Water Utilities ............................................... 9 
Telecommunication Utilities .......................................... 9 
Management and Financial ................................... .13 

PSC Director 

............................................................. 
................................................. Research and Policy .11 

........................................................ Operations .17 
.114 ........................................................... 
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Section 2. Ag ency Organization 

Arkansas Public Service Commission 
Utilities Division 

COMMISSIONERS 

~ 

ICOMMISSIONERS~ STAFF> 

I ‘  c 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR I 
IRECTOR’S STAFF 

DM IN ISTRAT WE SERVICES LECTRIC UTILITIES 

(GAS & WATER UTILITIE 

OPERATIONS ANAGEMENT & FINANCIAL 
ANALYSIS 

I ELECOMMUNICATION 
DEVELOPMENT UTILITIES 
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

Commissioners 
The Commissioners function as a 

quasi-legislative, quasi-judicial body. In 
that e, they render decisions and 
develop orders for implementing those 
decisions. The decisionS cover such issues 
as rates, tar& territories, construction 
sitings, bond issues, assessment protests in 
opposition to ?iur Division determina- 
tions, and equalization of property tax as- 
sessments by local Equalhation Boards. 
Office of the Director 

The PSC Director is responsiile for 
the overall management of the Utilities 
Division. Staff members in this Division 
perfom a wide variety of responsr’bilities 
which are ammplished through the eight 
sections desaibed below. 
Administrative Services 

Staff members assigned to the 
Administrative SeMces Section provide 
administrative support for the Utilities 
Division. The Section is mmprised of 
four units-the Fisca/personnelOf6ce, 
the MailrSupplylCoW Center, the office 

the Data Processing Staff. Responsi- 
bilities asigmxi to each area are outlined 
below. 

Fiscal/Personnel. Staff 
members in this area prepare initial 
budgets; W e  purchasing 
inventory amtr01 and paymk andassist 
in developing assessments for the PSC’s 
operating budget. This Office is also 
responsiile for administering the Federal 
Department of ?i.ansportation pipeline 

of the secretary of the Commission, and 

Safety Grant. 
Maintaining personnel records, 

screening and processing job applicants, 
conducting new employee orientation, 
and Ooordimting emplqee training and 
management dasses are other functions 

C-. This area 
handles internal mail distribution, 
photocopying, and maintenance of the 
agency vehicle fleet. 

e of the Secretary of t h e  m. All documents filed before 
the Commission and all orders issued by 
the Commission are processed by this 
Me. official commission records such 
as docket files, taniffs, and annual reports 
are also maintained in this area 

P r o m .  The Data 
Processing Staff maintains computer 
hardware and software for rate cases, 
provides administrative and research 
support, and handles general office 
aut omat ion. New application 
development, adaptation of data and 
systems from other computer 
facilities, and training are other 
responsibilities assigned to this area. 
Currently, a Data General MV/looOO 
computer is used to handle in-house data 
and word processing. Portable 
microcomputers are provided for field 
audits. 

performedbythis office. 

-1 
Legal Section attorneys perform a 

dual function at the Commission The 
attorneys represent the Staff in 
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

procedngs before the commission aed 
represent the commiss’on in matters and 
pr- outside the Commission. 

In representing the Staff, Legal 
Section attorneys assist in the 
identification and development of issues 
and the preparation of testimony; provide 
counsel and advice; assist in negotiatiom, 
conduct cross-examination and present 
argument in hearings; and prepare and 
file briefs, as well as any necessary 
motions or other pleadings. Additionally, 
on behalf of the S a  Legal Section 
attorneys provide information to 
representatives of other agencies, 
regulated utilities and members of the 
public. 

Staff attorneys also represent the 
Commission in appellate cases, state 
c o r n  and proceerl.inps before federal 
agencies and cou~ts. Other responsibi- 
lities performed by attorneys assigned to 
this Section inchde interpreting state 
and federal statutes and regulations 
affecting the Commission; acting as 
hearing officers in certain dockets; and 
conducting legal research as directed by 
the Commission. Further, Legal Section 
attorneys provide legal advice and coun- 
sel and make recommendatioDs to the 
Commission regarding proposed 
legislation and regulations 
Researchandpolicy 

The Research and Policy Section 
provides technical and research 
assistance to the Director and the 
Commissioners in the form of expert 

testimony or special project analysis. 
The Section is organized into the following 
areas: 

monitors significant regulatory and 
legislative telecommunications events at 
the ~ t i o ~ l ,  regional, and state levels. In 
particular, this unit files testimony or 
comments at the Federal Commun- 
ications Commission on major policy 
issues that could significantly impact 
Arkansas ratepayers. This unit also files 
testimony before the Commission when 
generic policy issues are being formu- 
lated. 

monitors significant regulatory and 
legislative natural gas events at the 
national, regional, and state levels. In 
particular, this unit files testimony or 
comments at the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission on major policy 
issues that could significantly impact 
Arkansas ratepayers. This unit also 
files testimony before the Commission 
when generic natural gas policy issues are 
being formulated. 

monitors 
significant regulatory and legislative 
events in the electric utility industry 
occuning at national, regional, and state 
levels. In particular, this unit files 
testimony or comments at the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
on major policy issues that could 
significantly impact Arkansas ratepayers. 
This unit also files testimony before the 

a1 P 

Commission when generic electric util~ty 
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

policy issues are beingfomulated. 
Utility I n d m  sections 

mere are three Sections that handle 
rnctustryspecificissuesandcases: (1)the 
Electric Section; (2) the Natural Gas and 
Water Section; and, (3) the Tele- 
communications Section. Responsi- 
bilities which are common to all three 
Sections are explained below: 
Rate. Uponthefilingof 

a rate application, the respective industy 
Staff, with participation and assistance 
from other sections, functions as a rate 
case team. Each individual team 
member is assigned issues relating to his 
or her expertise. 

Through extensive review, auditing, 
and analyses of rate applications, filmgs, 
and financial and operational 
information, the rate case team develops 
a Staff position and recommends a 
revenue requirement. Staff’s recom- 
mendations are presented to the 
Commission through pre-filed expert 
testimony. After testimony is filed, Staff 
and the utility formally present their cases 

ination of witnesses during a public 

Tariff filings are 
characterized by specific changes, 
additions, or deletions to utility 
rates or services whicb do not entail a 
general rate change. These filinns do not 
substadally impact the general body of 
ratepayers or the revenues received by a 

. .  

through oral testimony and crossexam- 

hearing. 

Utility. 

Althoughmchnarrowerinfocusthan 
a rate application, a tariff filing may 
require extensive analysis and 
review and always requires the 
preparation and fihg of wrt testimony 
by Staff. If necessary, a public 
hearing is held with Staff and the utility 
presenting their cases before the 
commission. 

lhngs. The 
Industq Sections are also responsible for 
other significant f i l ings.  Those include 
Certificates of Convenience and  
Necessity, Certificates of Environmental 
Compatibility and Public Need,  
Complaints requiring technical or 
industry expertise, and all generic 
proceedlnps. Each proceedmg requires 
an investigation or the f i l q  of testimony 
by S M .  
v. In addition to 

processing the various filinPs by utilities, 
the Industry Sections are responsible for 
monitoring the activities, operations, and 
earnings of all jurisdictional utilities. 
During 1989, significant changesocarrred 
in each industry. Competition, 
deregulation, national policies, the threat 
of federal preemption, and new 
technologies all affkctedutilityregulation 
ElechicIndustry Section 

Electric Section responsiiilities cover 
all aspects of utility regulation. Those 
areas include rate design, accounting, 
finance, and engineering. Each member 
of the Section identifies issues, analyzes 
the impact of those issues on the utility 

. .  

. . . .  
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

and the ratepayer, and develops and 
presents expert testimony before the - ~ P P * r e g u l a r l y  
d t o r s t h e  activities,operations,and 

. .  

of the four immtor-mmcd and 
nineteen cooperativeelectric utilities; 
conducts investigations; and performs 

Electric Staff members analyzd and 
filed testimony in 15 tariff dockets Ciuring 
1989. Issues addressed inchded changes 
in rate structure; special rate agreements; 
revisions to fuel adjustment clauses; 
overall rate reductions; cogeneration 
deferral rates; and updates to AP&h 
Grand Gulf, Tax Adjustment, and 
Nuclear Demmmissioning Riders. 

This group reviewed and filed 
testimony regarding the rate reductions of 
sixteen distriiution cooperatives which 
were the result of a rate decrease from the 
wholesale supplier. Also during 1989, 
Staff members analyzed and filed 
testimony regarding five applications for 
Certificates of Convenience and 
Necessity to construct transmission 
facilities and one application for a 
Certiftcate of Ewironmental Compati- 
bility and Public Need to add generating 
facilities. 

Tbe Electric Staff developed filing 
schedules and testified to major revisionS 
of the Minimum Filing Requirements of 
the commission’s 
-. Another major project 
involving rules was the analysis of 
proposed revisions to the 
Rules and the -. 

special project analyses. 

. .  

Finally, in response to competitive 
pressures in the electric industry and the 
excess capacity condition of some 
Arkansas utilities, the Electric Staff 
considered proposed remedies designed 
to expand, retain, or acquire electric loads 
when the action was found to be in the 
public interest. Special rate contracts 
including cogeneration deferral, load 
retention, interruptiile rates, economic 
development, and other competitive rates 
are examples of remedies proposed by 
electric utilities and analyzed by the 
Staff: 
Natural Gas and Water Industry 
Section 

The Natural Gas and Niter Industry 
Section includes an audit supervisor, an 
auditor, and a rate analyst, all under the 
direction of the Natural Gas and Water 
Manager. In contrast to the quality of 
seMce or consumer information issues 
addressed by other sections within the 
Commission, the Natural Gas and Water 
Staff primady focuses on financial and 
rate mattes concerning M ~ U I ~  gas and 
water utilities. This Staff must 
mde- and evaluate the complex rate 
structures and requirements of 
the six natural gas and two water utilities 
under the commission’s jurisdiction. With 
regard to the natural gas utilities, those 
responsibilities have recently been 
dramatically complicated and increased 
due to federal regulation and the resulting 
introduction of competition. 

In response to the competition 
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

prevalent in the natural gas iadustry, the 
Natural- and Wter Staffamlyzed and 
filed testimony recommending specific 
actions on l.24 t m q m t a ~  ‘on iilings in 
1989. Each filing required an 
evaluation of the economic feasiiility of 
utilizq alternative fuels for industrial 
and commercial customers. 

In addition, competition also 
increased the supply options available to 
the natural gas utilities. Because of such 
opportunities, Staff intensified its 
oversight of their gas costs and gas 
purchasing practices. 

Finally, the Natural Gas and Water 
Section was also involved in planning and 
analyzing major revisions to the Special 
Rules governing both industries and the 
Com~~i~~ion’s  -. 
Teleco~muunications Industry 
W o n  

The Telecommunications Industry 
Section processed numerous filings 
during 1989. Additionally, the 
Telecommunications Staff Continuously 
interacts with the twenty-eight local 
exchange carriers, twenty interexchange 
carriers, and eleven cellular mobile 
companies under the Commission’s 
JuIisdictim Tiris inmadim is lkeassq  
to be responsive to a rapidly chaqing 
environment which includes the frequent 
introduction of new senrices and the 
impact of federal regulation on Arkansas 
rates. 

The Telecommunications Staff is 
Comprised of two audit supelvisoq two 

auditors and two rate analysts under the 
direction of the Telecommunications 
hdauager. This Section is rsponsiile for 

and aocoUnting matten. During 1989, one 
hundred-four tarif€ filinPs were processed 
in addition to the other f h g s  for which 
this group is responsible. The Tele- 
communications Staffwasalso involved i~ 
planning and organizing major revisions 
to the ~ 

and the Commission’s General 

a d d r ~ i n ~ s p e c i f i c r a t e , f i n a n c i ~  

Management and Financial 
Analysis 

The Management and Financial 
Analysis Section handles all W c i r i g  and 
capital recovery dockets and participates 
in all rate case proceedmgs. Section Staff 
evaluate utility management effective- 
ness and operational efficiency; conduct 
compliance audits on an ongoing basis; 
continually assess the business and 
financialriskofutilities;andanalyzeutility 
capital recovery rates. The Section is 
comprised of four functional groups - 
Management Audits, Compliance Audits, 
Financial Analysis, and Capital Recovery 
- and assigned the responsibilities 
desaibed below. 

established to evaluate the operations and 
management systems of utility 
companies. The strengths and weakness- 
es of utility operations are assessed and 
opportunities for improvement are 
identified and recommended. This 

h w a s  
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

program is a proactive approach to 
regulation. It is designed to benefit 
ratepayers and the utilities by promoting 
management effectiveness and 
operational efficiency with the goal of 
reducingoperatingcosts. 

Management audits focus on 
functions which offer the greatest 
opportuni~for improvement. In the past, 
those functions have included 
construction and maintenance; customer 
services; contracts; purchasing and 
materials management; fleet manage- 
ment; PSC rules and regulations 
compliance; and operations manage- 
ment. During 1989, the Management 
Audits Staff focused on afE2iate trans- 
actions, customer services, revisions to 
the commission’s 
and utility requests to consolidate certain 
functions under the public uti59 holding 
company structure. 

investigates utility costs subject to 
adjustment clauses. Compliance audits 
ensure that adjustment amouts and their 
recovery are in compliance with approved 
company tariffs. The investigations 
include the following: 

cost of fuel adjustment for the four 
privately owned electric utilities; 

e CI- 

* cost of energy adjustment for the 
generation and transmission electric 
cooperative; 
cost of purchased power adjustment 
for seventeen distribution electric 
cooperatives. 

\ 

cost of debt adjustment for eighteen 
distribution electric cooperatives; 
cost of gas adjustment for six gas 
distribution coqanies; 
cost of pumping adjustment for one 
water company; and 

* municipal franchise tax adjustments 
for utilities with adjustment clauses. 

Compliance audits are performed on 
a continuous basis. Each of the utilities 
with automatic adjustment clauses is 
audited no less often than every 
twenty-four months. Compliance audits 
are also performed as needed to ensure 
that customer refunds are accomplished 
in accordance with Commission 
directives. 

various economic and financial analyses, 
most specifically, the determination of the 
required rate of return for juridctional 
utilities. Staff members examine utility 
rate of return requests in the context of 
general rate case proceedings. In 
particular, investigations cover 
appropriate cost of debt, cost of preferred 
stock, cost of common equity, and capital 
structure. Tbis unit also evaluates utility 
financing applications such as 
sale-leaseback arrangements, debt and 
equity issuances, acquisitions, and other 
capital requirement issues. 

capital recovery rates proposed by 
utilities and makes recommendations to 
the Commission, The Staff addresses 
capital recovery issues in general rate 

~ p A n a l v s l s 0 p e r f o r m s  

R-analyzes 
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

case proceedings, applications for 
revisions in depreciation rates, 
rulemaking dockets, and requests for 
extra0rdiMlyproperty1osstrea~t. 

’Ihis group also oontinuously reviews 
the parameters used in determining 
appropriate depreciation rates. 
Parameten include the proper service life 
for all depreciable assets, appropriate 
depreciation methodologies, projected 
salvage values for assets upon retirement 
or disposition, and accumulated 
depreciation reserve levels. Deter- 
mination of proper parameters involves 
extensive statistical analyses of utility 
financial information, modernization and 
retirement plans, industry standards, and 
state and federal regulatory precedents. 
Operations 

The Operations Section evaluates 
utility companies’ performance to ensure 
colllpliance with commission orders and 
standards. Those standards are spelled 
out in the Commission’s 

Electncitv.sDecial-~= SDeCial . .  
-=J-* 
Three functidunits,whichareacsigned 
the responsibilities described below, 
make up the Operatiom WOE 

-ensures 
that ratepayers receive safe, adequate, 
andam.thous seMceasrequiredbythe 
Commission’s - 

and . .  

- w. This goal is aooompiished 
through inspections and evaluations of 
utility facilities and procedures. 
Consumer complaints are investigated 
andpeniodichpxtions are performed to 
ensure compliance with Commission 
standards. Thirty telephone companies 
with 400 exchanges, 31 competitive 
interexchange carriers and cellular 
providers, 22 electric companies, and 2 
water companies are involved. Staff 
members also participate in rate cases, 
territory allocation proceedings, and 
other cases before the Clnmision which 
involve quality of service issues. 

-ensures 
operator compliance with the Arkawis 
-andthe&axtl 
--Gas. Periodicinspections of safety, 
corrosion, and leakage control are 
performed on 30 intra-state natural gas 
operators and 427 master-metered gas 
systems This group investigates natural 
gas related accidents and reviews and 
evaluates applications for Certificates of 
Convenience and Necessity. Staff 
members also develop 

standards and work 
closely with the Federal Department of 
Eansportation to ensure that Arkansas 
requirements comprehend federal 
regulations. 

-handles 
customer questions and complaints about 
regulated utilities. Those questions and 
complaints concern utility rates and 
service and are brought to Consumer 

. .  
. .  

. .  

Services in person, by telephone, and by 
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Section2. Ag ency Organization 

letter. also responsive to requests for 
Consumer SeMces Staff members idormation by providing educational 

reviewallmmplaintsformmp~cewith material and group presentations. 
PSC rules and appruved utility tariffs and Brochures available through Consumer 
act as liaisonswiththeutilitiesinresolving Services explain customer rights and 
those complaints. In many cases, Staff responsibilities, complaint procedures, 
investigations are required, public hearings, and rate cases. 

Consumer Services personnel are 

13 



Section 3.- s of Proceedings 

The Arkansas Public Service I commission regulates public utilities 
generally within nine Merent types of 
proceedings. Additionally, the 
Commission can investigate various 
aspects of a utility's activities on its own 
motion. Each new case that is filed is 
assigned a number and then becomes a 
docket. 

* involve general 
changes to a utility's rates. 

8 Do- deal with minor 
changes in rates, service, and 
company rules and regulations. 

8 

Dockets (CCN) are 
applications by a utility for per- 
mission to construct or make 
substantial changes to its utility 
plant. For example, this includes 
building transmission lines for 
electric or natural gas companies. 

. CCN dockets also generally define 
the scope of a utility's license to 
Operate. 

8 

M a r e  similar to CCN dockets 
but authorize construction of a major 
utility facility which requires an 
Emironmental Impact Statement. 

8 -result when: (1) 
any entity or person complains in 
writing to the commission about an 
alleged violation of any order, law or 
regulation which the Commission 
has jurisdiction to administer; or, 
(2) when any consumer or 
prospective consumer complains in 
writing to the Commission with 
respect to the service, furnishing of 
senrice, or any clscnmm tion with 
respect to sewice or rates. 

8 vem Do&s analyze 
applications filed by the utility 
companies requesting a change in 
depreciation rates charged to utility 
plant investment. 

Dockets deal with 
applications by utilities to obtain 
additional financing from sources 
such as stocks and bonds. 

. . .  

Rules D m  consider changes to 
Commission rules, regulations or 
procedures. 

usually deal 
with StNiOe area boundary changes 
and customer releases. On occasion, 
however, generic changes in PSC 
policy and interpretation of statutes 
and court rulings are handled in 
administrative dockets. 

. .  8 
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Section 4. Orders Issued in 1989 

nrcAL ORDERS ISSUED FOR THIS PERIOD WAS p42 
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Section 5. Jurisdictional Utility Companies 

During 1989, the Commission carried I out its statutory obligation to d e w  
and regulate the rates and practices of 
utility co~anies.  

The 92 utilities under the 
Commission’s jurisdiction in 1989 are 
listed below: 

Investor-Owned Electric Companies ................................................................... 4 
Electric Cooperatives .......................................................................................... 19 
Investor-Owned Gas Companies ....................................................................... 6 
Water Companies 2 
Telephone Companies ......................................................................................... 30 

.................................................................................................. 

Competitive Interexchange carriers, 
Resellers and Cellular Providers .................................................................... 3 1 

TOTc4L ................................................................................................................ 92 

Investor-Owned Electric Companies 
Arkansas Power & Light Company 
Empire District Electric Company 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
Southwestern Electric Power Company 

Eiedric Cooperatives 
ArkansasElectric Cooperative corporation 
Arkansas Valley Electric Cooperative Corporation 
AshleyCbimt Electric cooperative, Inc. 
C&LEl&c Cooperative 
Carroll Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Clay county Electric Cooperative Corporation 
CraigheadElectric Cooperative Corporation 
Farmers Electric Cooperative Corporation 
First Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Mississippi county Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
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Section 5. Jurisdictional Utility Companies 

E M c  Cooperatives (Cont'd) 
North Arkansas Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Ouachita Electric Cooperative corporation 
Ozarb Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Petit Jean Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Riceland Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Rich Mountain Eaectric Cooperative, Inc. 
Southcentral Arkansas Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Southwest Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 
Woodruff Electric Cooperative Corporation 

Investor-Owned Gas Companies 
ArkansasLouisianaGasCompany 
Arkansas OMahoma Gas Corporation 
Arkmas Western Gas Company and its Division, 

Associated Natural Gas Company 
Louisiana-Nevada Transit 
Mansfield Gas, Inc. 
Union Gas Company of Arkansas, Inc. ("be) 

Water Companies 
Gemral Mtemrks Corporation of Pine Bluff 
ShumakerPublic service Corporation 

Wephonecompanies 
A L L r E L A r ~ I n c .  
A r ~ W e p ~ n e ~ ~ , i n C  
caddoanrriephanr: Company 
central Arkansas Telephone Cooperative 
Cleveland countyn=lephone Company 
continental Telephone Company of Arkansas 
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Section 5. Jurisdictional Utility Companies 

Wephone Companies (Cont’d) 
Continental Rlephone Company of Missouri 
h t u r  Blephone Company, Jnc. 
E. Ritter Rlephone Company 
General Telephone Company of the Southwest 
LavacaTelephone Company 
Iiberty Telephone Company 
Madison County Telephone Company 
Magazine Telephone Company 
Mountain Home Telephone Company 
Momtain View Telephone Company 
Northern Arkansas Telephone Company 
Perm Wephone Company 
Prairie Grove Telephone Company 
W e l d  Telephone Company 
Rice Belt Telephone Company 
South Arkansas Telephone Company 
Southwest Arkansas Telephone Cooperative 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 
Tri-county Telephone Company 
Union Telephone Coqany 
United’Iklephone Company of Arkansas 
W u t  Hill Telephone Company 
Yelmt Telephone Company 
Yeit County lklephone Company 

Competitive XnterpJschange Carriers, 
R e s e l l e r s a n d ~ P r o v i d e r s  

Advanced lklmmunications Corporation 
AEROFONE communications Joint Venture 
ALnELahllarf4tzm&es of Arkansas 
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Section 5. Jurisdictional Utility Companies 

Competitive Intenxchange Carriers, 
Resellers and Celluhr Providers 

AT&T Communications of the Southwest 
call America 
century Cel.lu.net of Tmkana, Inc. 
C.LS. of Pine Bluff 
Compute-a-Call of Arkansas 
Comtel of Hot Springs (Loyd Communications) 
Discount communications service 
J3ono-Iine 
FayetteviUe MSA Limited Partnership 
Fort Smith Cellular, Inc. 
Fort Smith MSA Limited Partnership 
GE Mobilnet Sales Corporation of Fayetteville, 

J-Net Communications, Inc. 
LDDS of Arkansas, Inc. 
Fittle Rock Cellular Settlement Partnership 
Little RockTelamm, Inc. 
Long Distance Connection of North Arkansas 

McCaw Communications of Fayettevile, Inc. 
McCaw CommuniicationS of Iittle Rock Inc. 
MCI Rlmmmunications Corporation, Southwest Division 
Mobile Telecomcations Technologies Corporation 
Pine Bluff Cellular,Im. 
FbgersBuilchngManagement,Inc 
Telephone Comections, Inc. 
TexarkanCklldar Partnership 
TRI-J 
US Sprint communications Company, Southwest Division 

Fort Smith, Pine BluffandTexarkana 

Long Distance of searcy, Inc. 
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Section 6. Gas Industry Summary 

A. Highlights of 1989 
As competition in the gas industry I expanded,thecommisSonresponded 

to changes inthegasmarket. During 1989, 
the main focus regarding the gas iadustry 
was the impact of competition on local 
distriiution companies’ (LDCs) gas 
supply costs. LDC expansion activity was 
also reviewed as state LDCs sought to 
enhance their systems, providing new 
supply opportunities and increasing their 
customer base. 

Also In 1989, Staff investigated the 
operation and supply costs of Arkansas’ 
major gas utility. This investigation 
ultimately resulted in a cumulative savings 
to Arkansas gas sales customers of Over 
12 million dollars. Staff plans to continue 
the investigation by reviewing the gas 
costs and purchasing practices of other 
LDCs inthestate. Thiswillbegin witha 
review of Arkamas’ second largest gas 
Utility. 

Other 1989 activity included 
applications from LDCs for approval of 
system expansions. The requests were in 
responsetochangesincustomerneedsand 
the gas market. Staff performed 
hestigations and provided evidence to 
the commission regardmg five separate 
expansions or enhancements of LDC 
systems. 

Finally, 1989 also marked a request 
from a new company for utility status and 
rate approval. The new company pro- 
poses to provide transportation-only 
service from the supply-rich western 
portion of Arkansas to customers in 
eastern Arkansas. Staff investigated the 
application to build the plant and provid- 
ed the Commission with its recom- 
mendation. Staff continues its 
investigation of the proposed rates and 
will make its recommendations on that 
issue in 1990. 

20 



Section 6. G a s  Industry Summary 

B. Gas Customers and Sales Revenues by Class 
The following graphs show: (1) the 

percentage of jurisdictional residential, 
commercial, industrial, and other 
customers; and, (2) the corresponding 
percentage of residential sales revenues, 
commercial sales revenues, industrial sales 
revenues and other sales revenues. As on 
be seenin comparingthetwographs, while 
residential customers represent over 88% 

of all customers, revenues for these 
customen only represent a little less than 
43% of all revenues. In contrast, while 
commercial and industrial sales cus- 
mmers represent 11% and a little less than 
1% of total customers, respectively, their 
sales revenues account for more than 23 70 
and 15%, respectively, of total revenues. 

NUMBER OF GAS CUSTOMERS 

GAS SALES REVENUES 
B Y C U S S F O R l ~  

RSDT. 
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Section 6. Gas Industry Summary 

11 - 
10 - 

C. Gas lkansportation Savings and Filings 

SW71.640 

The following graphs represent: (1) programs. The increased activity has 
caused a correspondingly dramatic 
increase in the amount of time necessary to 
reviewsuchfilings. 

the dramatic savings that have been 
achieved by customers using Arkansas 
transportation programs; and, (2) the 
increase in filing activity caused by the 

GAS TRANSPORTATION SAVINGS* 

GAS TRANSPORTATION FILINGS 

I 1 
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Section6. G a s  Industw Swnmarv 

D. Statistical Summaries for Gas 

GAS C O M F ! ! - A R K A N S A S  ONLY 
P I A N T W  OPERPirl[NGREVENJES 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

PLANT 
INVESTMENT 

OPERATING 
REVENUE 

RATIO (%) 
GROSS R E V  

ARKLAGASCO. 

ARKANsAsoKL4HoMAGAscoRp: 

ARKANSAS WESTERN GAS CO. 
LOUISIANA-NEVXDA TRANSIT CO. 

MANSFIELD GAS, INC. 
UNION GAS COMPANY OF ARK 

$466,480,108 
33,875,504 
97,372,913 

1,860,993 
659,110 
622904 

$600,871,532 

$3553 1845 1 76.17% 
34,402,339 10155 
74,077,174 76.08 
3,648,843 196.07 

243,088 36.88 
847.122135.99 

$468,531,017 77.98% 
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GAS COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; MCF SOLD; REVENUES; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

NO. OF 
CUmMERs MCF SOLD 

ARKANSAS LOUISIANA GAS COMPANY 

REsIDENIlAL 357,853 30,805,278 
COMMERCIAL 43,631 17,453,463 
INDUSl.RIAL 921 8,781,955 
OTHER 5 2,894,080 

TOTAL 402,410 59,934,776 
----.- --I-.---- 

ARKANSAS OKLAHOMA GAS CORPORATION 

RESIDENTIAL 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUSl.RIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

33,733 3,321,158 
4537 2,667,319 

49 4,679,359 
10 w= 

38,329 10,972,152 
--- --- 

ARKANSAS WESERh’ GAS COMPANY 

RESIDENTIAL 86,152 6,917,948 
COMMERCIAL 11,792 4,629,441 
I N D U W  312 7,107,487 

61 9,427 OTHER 

TOTAL 98,317 18,664,303 
------ ----I----- 

AVERAGE 
REVEMJE PER 

REVENUES CUSM)MER 

5156,517,048 5437 
581,136,870 $1,860 
535,362,490 s38J% 

5355,312,451 f883 

516,459,209 ...-------- 82296043 

$11383,968 $337 
38,461524 51,BCLS 

$11,942,878 5243,732 
$2,613,969 $261,397 

$34,402,339 5898 
I------- --- 

$31,00236 3360 
$18,913,882 $1,604 
$21,339,163 $68395 
$2,821,843 546.260 

$74,0?7,174 5753 
-------- 

AVERAGE 
MCF PER 

CUSrOMER 

98 
588 

95,497 
30,431 

80 
393 

22,780 
155 

190 
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GAS COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; MCF SOLD; REVENUES; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 
NO. OF REVENUE PER MCF PER 

CUSMMERS MCFSOLD REVENUES CUsrOMER CUSTOMER 

LOUISIANA-NEVADA TRANSIT 

RESIDENIIAL 1,444 106,635 s455,809 S316 74 
COMMERCIAL 139 126532 3261,559 s1.882 910 
INDUsrruAL 1 2,325,465 S2,915J24 S2,915,524 2,325,465 

4 189 SL5,951 53,988 41 OTHER 
TOTAL 1388 2,558,821 s3,648,843 s2.298 1,611 

_-__--__--__-- -__________ ------- -------- 

MANSFIELD GAS, INC. 

RESIDENTIAL 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUsrruAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

UNION GAS COMPANY OF ARKANSAS 

RESIDENIIAL 
COMMERCIAL 
LNDUSIRIAL. 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

1,810 
282 
0 
9 --. 

2,101 

150,185 
71,663 

0 
5,370 

227,218 
--- 

S182,937 
357,814 

so 
so 

S240,751 

5575,248 
S254,005 

so 
$17,870 

S847,123 

S2% 
w9 
so 
so 

S318 
s901 
so 

31,986 

S403 

TOTALS 543,429 ?2,402,459 S468JzS,681 5862 

54 
180 
0 
0 

66 

83 
254 
0 

597 

108 

170 
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Section6. Gas Industrv Summarv 
E. Gas Docket Activity Summary 

UDOCKETS 

On September 20, 1989, Arkansas 
Western Gas Company (AWG) filed a 
Notice of Intent to apply for a general rate 
change. On December 13, 1989, AWG 
61ed a Petition for IWver requesting an 
extension of the filrng deadline through 
January 15, 1989. The Commission 
granted the Petition. 

Elgiiility for traosportation sewice is 
reviewed and determined in this Docket. 
Applications are approved on an 
indivictual customer basis For the year 
ended December 31, 1989, l24 new and 
renewal affidavits were reviewed. 
Tiansportation seMce, as an alternative 
to sales service, saved qualifying customers 
in excess of $9,571,000 dwhg 1989. 

In this Docket, AssociatedNatural 
Gas Company (ANG) and the Staff 
entered into a Stipulation and Agreement 
concerning settlement of three prior rate 

oses Under the terms of the Stipulation, 
ANG and Staff must abide by the 
outcome of a particular court case. 

That case has since been adjudicated 
and the Staff am? ANG filed a Joint Mo- 
tion fimlizhg the resulting rate change. 
Order No. 1, dated January 23, 1989, 
approved the Joint Motion. The Docket 
was closed on February 20,1989. 

In the most recent general rate 
proceeding, Arkansas Louisiana Gas 
Company (ALG) was authorized to 
implement a Gas Main Replacement 
Program (GMRP). AIDS GMRP tariff 
provides for the replacement of gas mains 
when ALG can demonstrate that: (1) the 
expenses resulting from lost and 
UIliiCOOUnted for gas are greater than the 
cost of replacement; or (2) replacement is 
necessary to prevent or correct a 
potentially unsafe condition. 

During 1989, ALG requested 
approval of 21 projects. Approval was 
granted in Order No. 6, issued May 16, 
1989. ALC began collecting revenues 
under the tariff on October 1,1989. 

8&121-u S GAS TRANS- - 
The Commission instigated a Show 

Cause Order upon Texas Gas 
Transmission Corporation (Texas Gas). 
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The Order stated that a Certificate of 
Environmental compatibiiity and Public 
Need should be filed with this 
ComLUiSSiOXL 

Texas Gas replied that they are not 
under this Commission’s jurisdiction. 
Texas Gas wished to sene a customer 
currently being sewed by a utility regu- 
lated by the APSC. 
On November 28,1989, Arkansas Gas 

Consumers filed a Petition to Intervene 
which was later granted. Oral testimony 
has not yet been heard in this Docket. 

Arkansas Western Gas Company 
applied for a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatiiility and Public Need (CECPN) 
to construct a natural gas pipeline in 
Franklincounty. Thepipelinedenable 
the Company to send more gas to its 
division, Associated Natural Gas 
Company, in Eastern Arkansas Order 
No. 5, dated January 6,1989, approved 
theCECPN. Order No. 6, dated July 17, 
1989, closed the Docket. 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company, 
Staff, and the Attorney General’s Office, 
filed a Joint Motion to modify the 
mechanism for cal- gas cost. The 
mechanism, which is used by Arkla 

Eaergy Resources (AER), allows accrued 
gas expenses to be included in the 
purchased gas adjustment clause and 
provides that increases in exces of 103% 
must be justified. Order No. 1, dated 
October 28, 1989, approved the Joint 
Motion. Order No. 2, dated January 30, 
1989, closed the Docket. 

This Docket was opened to consider 
Staffs Motion for the Issuance of a 
Show Cause Order. The case concerns 
unauthorized charges in the purchased 
gas adjustment (PGA) clause of 
Associated Natural Gas Company, a 
division of Arkansas Western Gas 
Company. 

Staff filed testimony urging the 
cornmission to: (1) order the utility to 
cease its practice of charging ratepayers 
under its ANG PGA for the use of 
AWG’s facilities; and, (2) refund 
amomtscollected under this practice. 
The Docket remains open, awaiting an 
order from the Commission. 

On January 4, 1989, Arkansas 
Louisiana Gas Company (ALG) applied 
for a Certificate of Environmental 
Compatiiility and Public Need (CECPN) 
to construct, operate and maintain a 
natural gas pipeline. Concurrent with the 

27 



Section6. Gas Industry Summary 

CECPN, ALA3 requested reaxexy of 
oostsallcrwzdpursuanttoArkansasCMe 
Annotated Section 23-3401, et seq, also 
known as Act l50 of 1987. Under the 
provisions of this Act, a natural gas utility 
mayrequestauthorizationfromthe APSC 
to: (1) extend service to areas in Arkan- 
sas which have not received gas service in 
the past; (2) expend funds on the 
extension project; and, (3) concurrently 
seek approval to recover any excess 
expenditures arising from the project. 

Staff reviewed and filed testimony in 
support of the Application. Order No. 3, 
dated Apnl 21, 1989, granted ALG the 
CECPN. Order No. 5, dated December 
20,1989, closed the Docket. 

89-089-u A ENBGY RE- 
souRcEs 

Staff conducted an investigation of 
Arkla Energy Resources' (AER) revenue 
requirement, current eambgs, and cost of 
gas, Stai€'s onsite review of AER's 
books and records produced a Joht 
Motion for Appmval of Stipulation and 
clarificatian Agreement (Joint Motion) 
between StaffandAEFL 

The Joint Motion, filed June 30,1989, 
resulted in AER reducing its base gas cost 
to $24Oper MMBtu Inaddition, the Joint 
Motion clarified that Rate Schedule 
ALG-1 is not applicable to interstate 
transportation service provided to 
shippers through Arkla, Inc.'s operating 
divisions. Rate Schedule ALG-1 was also 
reworded to reflect this clarification. 

Further, the Joint Motion stated that 
transportation rates would be reduced for 
AER's "Conversion" and "Dedication" 
programs and for A u j ' s  Rate Schedules 

Order No, 7, dated September 8,1989, 
granted the Joint Motion. The result will 
be a savings of about $12,OOO,O00 per year 
for Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company's 
Arkansas customers. Order No. 9, dated 
December 20,1989, closed the Docket. 

T-1, T-2, a d  =-I. 

On June 14, 1989, Arkansas Western 
Gas Company (AWG) applied for a 
Certificate of Convenience and Necessity 
(CCN) to construct, operate andmaintain 
a natural gas pipeline. The Staff 
investigated the construction of the 
proposed three mile, 10-3/4" pipeline and 
recommended approval in prepared 
testimony filed August 7,1989. Order No. 
3, dated August 25, 1989, approved 
AWG's request for a CCN. Order No. 4, 
dated December 20, 1989, closed the 
Docket. 

Filed on June 30, 1989, this 
Application from Arkansas Western Gas 
(AWG) requested a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity (EN) to 
c~nstruct, operate and maintain additional 
mmpressor facilities in Franklin County, 
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Arkansas. The request was reviewed by 
S a  who filed prepared testimony on 
August 7,1989, recommending approval. 
Order No. 3, dated August 25, 1989, 
granted AWG the a. Order No. 4, 
dated December 20, 1989, closed the 
Docket. 

This Docket, filed on September 9, 
1989, concerns Arkansas Oklahoma Gas 
Corporation’s (AOG) Application for an 
Extension Project under the provisions of 
Act 150. The project envisions the 
extension of gas service to the Cedarville, 
Arkansas area. 
On October 16, 1989, AOG filed a 

letter stating that the project had been 
suspended but requesting that the Dock- 
et remsin open. On December 11,1989, 
a letter filed by AOG formally request- 
ed approval to withdraw the Application. 
Order No. 2, dated December 13, 1989, 
closed the Docket 

On October 24, 1989, NOARK 
Pipeline System (NOARK): (1) applied 
for Commission approval of the 
organization of NOARK as a public 
utility; (2) requested a Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility and Public 
Need (CECPN) to co~~st~uct, operate and 
maintain a natural gas pipeline; (3) 

requested commission approval of rates 
fbr the natural gas mmmission system; 
and, (4) submitted a plan for commission 
approval for the inspection and 
maintenance of the NOARK pipehe. 

Item No. 3, the setting of rates for 
NOARK, has been scheduled for 
hearing on April 3,1990. If approved, the 
NOARK pipeline will transport natural 
gas from the Arkansas portion of the 
Arkoma basin to Northeast Arkansas. 
Staff filed direct testimony on December 
15, 1989, recommending that NOARK’S 
Application fora CECPN beapproved. 

TF DOCKETS 

At Arkansas Louisiana Gas 
Company’s (AE) request, this Docket 
was opened to consider a revision to its T-1 
transportation tarif€. The revision allows 
qualified customers to enter into a 
transportation contract for longer than 
one year. 
Testimony was filed by the Company, 

the Staff and Arkansas Gas Consumers. 
Following a Motion for Continuance by 
ALG, the scheduled hearing was 
suspended. 

88-168-TF SAS 0-0- - 
Arkansas OMahomaGas Corpora- 
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tion (AOG) filed a Market Rctention 
Credit Arljtmmnt Clause to augment its 
Cost-of-Gas adjustment tari& The intent 
of the tariff dause is to retain industd 
load on the AOG system. 

The Staff filed written testimony 
recommending approval. Order No. 1, 
issued by the hearing officer on Novem- 
ber 23,1988, approved the M. 

AOG subsequently filed a Motion for 
Expedited Consideration of the MRCA 
Clause. Expedited consideration was 
requested because of an appeal before 
the Arkansas Court of Appeals regard- 
ing the Commission’s denial of Am’s  
WA-7 tariff (Docket No. 87-110.’). The 
Commissionsubsequen@ affirmed Order 
No. 1 on December 6,1988, and closed 
the Docket on Jammy 26,1989. 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company 
(ALG) filed an Extension Project 
Adjustment tarif€ to allow rexmeq of 
costs pursuant to Arkansas Code 
Annotated Section 23-3-601 et seq, also 
known as Act 150 of 1987. Under the 
provisions of this Act, a natural gas utility 
may request authorization from the 

Arkansas which have not received gas 
seMce in the past; (2) eqcnd funds on 
the extension project; and, (3) 
mncurrently seekapprdtorreooverany 
excess expenditures arising from the 
project T h e e  was later withdrawn 

APSC to: (1) extend service to areas in 

On February 14, 1989, Arkansas 
Louisiana Gas Company (ALG) 
requested approval to amend the General 
Rrms and Conditions for transportation 
service. On March 13, 1989, ALG 
requested withdrawal of the tariff 
amendment. Order No. 1, dated 
September 13, 1989, granted ALG’s 
request and closed the Docket. 

On August 18, 1989, Arkansas 
Oklahoma Gas Corporation (AOG) 
requested approval of a new tarif€ styled 
lhrif€ No. CV-1. On September 7, 1989, 
AOG requested that this tariff be 
withdrawn Order No. 2, dated Septem- 
ber 11,1989, granted Am’s  request and 
closed the Docket. 

Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corpora- 
tion filed revised tari€Es reflecting changes 
in its Standard Rules and Regulations 
applying to natural gas seMce. The Staff 
reviewed the Company’s filing for 
compliance with the Commission’s 
~ a n d f i l e d t e s t i m o n y  
recommending a p p d  At the Staff‘s 
request, the Company also included the 
revisions in its newsletter to customers. 
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Order No. 1, issued Septem- ber 29,1989, 
approvedthertvisedtariffs. 

tBlZEE- 
GAuamux 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company 
(ALG) requested approval of an 
Unmetered Gas Light Service Rate 
Schedule on September 20, 1989. Staff 
reviewed the Rate Schedule and filed 
prepared testimony on October 12,1989, 
and October 17, 1989, recommending 
approval subject to revisions. 
ALG amended its f k g  to include 

Staff‘s recommendations on October 18, 
1989. Order No. 1, issued October 20, 
1989, approved the revised tariffs and 
granted ALxj an exemption from Rule 11 
(A)(l) of the Commission’s General 
-. The Docket was closed on 
December 6,1989, by Order No.2. 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company 
filed a letter with attached tariff sheets 
requesting to amend its T-1 transportation 
and LT-1 transportation tariffs. The tariffs 
were revised to comport with the 
Amended Stipulated and Clarification 
Agreement between Staff and AER, 
which was approved by the (humision 

Staff fled tesiimony on October 6, 
1989, recommending that the revisions 

in Docket NO. 89-089-U. 

be approved. Order No. 1, dated October 
6,1989, approved the tariff. Order No. 2 
dated November 22, 1989, closed the 
Docket. 

CDOCKETS 

-‘ - 
COMPANY 

N- 1 .OUISIANA GAS 

The Complainant disputed an 
abnormally high gas bill and contended 
that the gas meter was faulty. The Staff 
investigated the Complaint and filed 
testimony on the results of the meter test. 

The meter was found to be within the 
tolerance limits setby theCommission. 
Order No. 3, issued March 14, 1989, 
dismissed the Complaint. 

DOCKETS ON APPEALFROM THE 
COMMISSION 

U DOCKETS 

ARKANSAS COUHT OF APPEALS 
CASE NO. CA 88-195 

Docket No. 87-009-U concerns Texas 
Oil and Gas Company’s bypass of 
AWG to serve Arkansas Charcoal 
Company. The primary hue in this 
case is whether a non-utility, building a 
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pipeline meeting the statutory 
speuficatiom of a "major utility faciliity", 
must amply with statutory provisions. It 
was the Commission's position that 
non-utilities must comply with the sit@ 
act. 

On December 28,1988, the Arkansas 
court of Appeals rendered its decision 
holding that the pipeline was subject to 
the Major Utility Facility &butthat 
only an environmental impact statement 
need be filed. 

On Jammy U, 1989, the Commission 
petitioned for rehearing at the Court of 
Appeals and also petitioned the Arkansas 
Supreme court for certiorari and review 
of the decision of the Court of Appeals. 
The Appeals court ruling was affirmed by 
the Supreme Court. The Docket was 
closed on September 8,1989, by Order 
No. 40. 

ARKANSAS C O W  OF APPEALS 
CASENO.CA88-260 

This case invohres an ACt310Glingby 
Arkansas OkIahoma Gas Corporation 
(AOG) wherein AOG seeks to reaver 
expenses incurred m removing asbestos 
from two of its buildings. AOGclaims 
that the removal is mandated under 
Environmental Protection Agency 
replations and is therefore subject to Act 
310 treatment. After a &mission d- 
ing adverse to AOG, AOG appealed. 

The Court of Appeals upheld the 
APSC on May 10, 1989. AOG then 
appealed to the Arkansas Supreme Court. 
On June 12, 1989, the Supreme court 
agreed to hear the case. Briefs were 
submitted on August 10, 1989, and oral 
arguments heard on December 11,1989. 
?he Supreme Court had not issued a 
ruling as of December 31,1989. 

iiwx&IJ- - 
ARKANSAS COURT OF APPEALS 
CASE NO. CA 88-395 

Arkansas Charcoal Company 
(Arkansas Charcoal) applied for a 
Certificate of Environmental Compat- 
ibility and Public Need (CECPN) to 
certificate a ~ t u r a l  gas pipeline. The 
Application amtained only the requisite 
environmental impact study, based on 
the Company's interpretation of the 
Commission's jurisdiction. Staff filed a 
Motion to Dismiss the Application as 
incomplete. The c0mmiSsongrante-d the 
Motion and dmmssed the case. 

Arkansas C h a r d  then appealed 
the dismissal. The court of Appeals 
oombined this appeal with that of 
Docket No. 87M)pU and later found for 
Arkansas charcoal. That finding was 
appealed by the Commission to the 
Supreme court. The Supreme court 
held for the Company and the Docket 
was closed on September 7,1989. 

. .  
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ARKANSAS C O W  OF APPEALS 
CASE NO. CA 88-235 

In Docket No. 87-11&W, Arkansas 
Oklahoma Gas Corporation (AOG) filed 
a proposed gas transportation tariff. The 
tariff stated that service under this tariff 

kill be available, when provided to any 
one customer, at the sole discretion of the 
company, to all industrial custome rs..." 

AOG filed a Notice of Appeal in the 
Arkansas court of Appeals on August 8, 
1988. A subsequent filing by AOG 
proved to be a viable alternative to the 
original gas transportation tariff. AOG 
then asked the court of Appeals to dismiss 
the case. The Commission closed this 
Docket by Order No. 5, dated March 5, 
1989. 

stafffiledtestimonyopposingthetari& 
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A, Highlights of 1989 
During 1989, the staf€rcsponded to 

electric issues at the state and feded 
levels which arose from increased 
mmpetitivepressuresmtheindustry. On 
the retail level, those issues relate 
specifically to the excessive capacity levels 
that exist in Arkansas. 

The significant effect of competitive 
pressure in the retail sector is dem- 
onstrated by the number of requests for 
special rate treatment received by the 
Commission this year. The purpose of 
special treatment is the promotion of load 

retention, cogeneration deferral, and 
economic development. 

Because of the availability of 
alternative sou~ces of power, including 
cogeneration and other fuels at 
competitive rates, the Staff supported 
approval of special amtracts that allowed 
utilities to retain or expand existing 
industrial load. This action preserves the 
revenue base of the utility and prevents the 
shifting of increased costs to other 
ratepayers. 

B. Electric Customers by Class 
The foliowing chart is a graphic rep- 

resentationof the total numberofretail 
electric customers in Arkansas. The 
chart is divided into four parts toshow 
the proportion for each group. As can 

easily be seen, residential customers are 
the largest group, representing 87% of all 
customers. Commercial customers are 
the next largest group at 10% while 
in&d customers comprise 2% of the 
total 

RETAIL ELECTRIC CUSTOMERS - 1988 

(87.5%) 
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C. Retail Electric Revenuesby Class 

The following chart represents the 
retail electric revenues collected in 
Arkansas. While residential customers 
represent 87% of all electric cxlsbmer~, 
they supply only 48% of the total retail 
electric revenues. On the other hand, 
while the commercial and industrial 

Ind $378,820,329 

RETAIL ELECTRIC 

Other $29,389,939 (2.0%) 
rn 

classes amprise only 1Wo and 2% of the 
total number of electric customers, 
reqectively, those classes provide 24% 
and 26% of the revenues. The other 
classes contain less than 1% of the 
customers but those customers supply 
2%of the total retail revenues. 

REVENUES - I908 

Res $686,993,638 (47.7%) 

Corn $343,847,762 (23.996) 9 
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COMPANY 

D. Statistical Summaries for Electric 
~ C C M l ? ~ ~ S A s O N L Y  

P L A N T ~ , O P ~ G R E v E N u E s  
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

TOTALS 

$627,794,460 
3,736,966,255 
65,058,434 
7,390,69 

28,106,187 
79,343,551 
7,602696 
42274940 
4733,700 
4620,123 
723 15,626 
6,341,747 
50,957,139 
108,873,378 
22,59/85 1 
56,679,113 
29,047,926 
9,976,197 
l2,419,643 
14,389,026 
56,018,019 
241.645.824 
43588176 

$5,346,938,705 

$198,927,855 
3,309,137,588 
31,993,879 
4 4,059,640 
14,806,834 
34,718,543 
9,230,153 
23,401,525 
3,528,698 
5,401,419 
5 1,506,333 
6,387,s 15 
24,136,182 
101,731,060 
14- 
24,wm 
1 l,667,9 10 
3,855,075 
4,852579 
4142220 
24,809,872 
149,17245 1 
18645.149 

$20792889564 

31.69% 
35.03 
49.18 
54.93 
5268 
43.76 
52.44 
5535 
40.40 
62.70 
7 1.03 
107.26 
4737 
93.44 
63.25 
43.90 
40.17 
38.64 
39.07 
5659 
44.29 
6 1.73 
42.77 

38.89% 
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ELlEcTRC COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; KWH SOLD; REVENUES; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

NO. OF 
CUmMERs 

AVERAGE 
REVENUE PER 

REVENUES CUSrOMER 

AVERAGE 
KWH PER 

CUSrOMER KWH SOLD 

ARKANSAS ELJXTRlC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

so 
so 
so 

s198,880,346 

so 
so 
so 

$11,698,844 

0 
0 
0 

261,052,235 

RESIDENIlAL 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUSIRLAL 
OTHER 

S198,880,346 S11,698,844 261,052,235 

ARKANSAS POWER 81 LIGHT 

10.313 
58,845 

260,274 
14.3O4.073 

47.959 
____.________ 

REslDENllAL 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUsrruAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

ARKANSAS VALLEY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

S22,wO,828 
5338,495 
$5,176,311 

S348,817 

BO7 
52,329 

5575,146 
$796 

11,069 
34,018 

13,824,156 
10520 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
16,234 

REsLDENl.lA.L 
COMMERCIAL 
WDUsTRlAL 
OTHER 

28,436 
1,412 

9 
438 

314,759,840 
48,032,711 

124,417,400 
4,607,817 

TOTAL 
---- ----I-- 

3om 491,817,768 $31,754,451 51,048 

ASHLEY-CHICOT ELJXTRlC COOPERATIVE, WC. 

RESIDE- 
IRRIGATION 
COMMERCiAL 

2,997 32,267,538 
51 s t w , w s  

698 6,901,425 
INDUSllUAI- 0 0 
OTHER 21 628,148 

TOTAL 3,767 48,195,W 
---- - --. 

s2,601,098 
$738.196 

s868 
514,474 
sw8 so 

52333 

10,767 
164,666 

9,887 
0 

29,912 

12,794 
--_--_ 

$4,050,173 51,075 
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ELECIRIC c?oupANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; KWH !3OD, MVENUES; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1988 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 
REVENUE PER KWH PER 

REVENUES CUsrOMER CUSTOMER 
NO. OF 

CusrOMERs KWH SOLD 

C & L ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

RESIDENIlAL 
IRRlGATlON 
COMMERCIAL 
WUSl-RIAL 
OTHER 

13,851 
457 

1.047 

134,730,713 
4,689,986 

32,212,335 
8 7 0 9  

3,639,156 

176,142,490 
--- 

$11,215,149 
$543,034 

$2,444,822 
S61324 
st89,484 
-_I_--_ 

SlSS53.813 

s810 9,727 
10,263 
30,766 

870,300 
10,863 

11,226 

51,188 
$2335 

$61324 
3864 

s928 

1 
335 

TOTAL 
- 
15,691 

CARROLL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

$26,622,820 
35,719273 
si,sn,iw 

$161,418 

3835 
$3,161 

3525,711 
$4,484 

11,101 
43,781 

12,019,048 
64,166 

RESIDENTIAL 
COMMERCLAL 
WDUSIXLAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

31,870 
1,833 

3 
36 

33,142 
------_ 

353,792,226 
80l249.m 
36'057,144 
239,988 

472,409,266 $34,140,645 $1,012 14,001 

CLAY COUNR ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

5640 
$889 

32,419 

8,122 
7,784 

30,358 
2,988.939 

20530 

11,897 
-_---_____- 

RESIDENTIAL 
IWGATION 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUSIXIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

S18lJ20 
$1,637 

CRAGHEAD ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

RESWENTJAL 
IRRIGATION 
coMMER(zAL 
INDUSIRIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

19,581 
!XI 
846 

5 
23 

21,415 
- 

S17,022,761 
t1WW 
$4,139,138 

$818,498 
529,628 

11,189 
15,179 
5 8 3 3  

3,045,638 
U,451 

219,osS,235 
i ~ n , 4 9 i  
49374,926 
lSPsS90 

355372 

298,628,214 $1,090 13,945 
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ELECINC COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; KWH SOLD; REVENUES; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 
NO. OF REVWUE PER KWH PER 

cumh4ERs KWH SOLD RMENUES CUsrOMER CUSrOMER 

EMPIRE DI!3RlCT ELECTRIC COMPANY 

RESIDENTIAL 
COMMERclAL 
INDUSTRIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

2,332 20,814,682 
529 19,811,070 
4 34,498,972 

73 5,033,508 

2,933 80,158,232 
--- -_I--.--- 

$1,081,091 
$1,013,524 
$1,233,724 
s200359 

$464 
$1,916 

$308,431 
52,745 

51Jol 
. --- 

8,926 
37,450 

8,624,743 
68,952 

S3J28,698 27,283 

FARMERS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

RESIDENTIAL 
IRRIGATION 
COMMERCIAL. 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

3,867 39,818,030 
780 14,005,428 
332 10,422,966 
9 340,160 

S3,185,570 
$1,369,263 
$740,420 
$27,392 

$824 
$1,755 
$233 
$3,044 

10,297 
17,956 
3195 
37,796 

s5,322,645 $1,067 12,958 

ELECI'RIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

RESIDENTIAL 
UZFUGATJON 
COMMERClAL 
I N D U W  
OTHER 

TOTAL 

41,633 474,227,357 
1,162 22,892,097 
1268 67,008,314 

2 u4261,026 
281 9,86137s 

443% 808550,169 
- ---- 

$895 
$1,556 
$3,463 

$3,458,163 
$2591 

$1,153 
----_ 

11,391 
19,701 
52,846 

117,130,513 
35,094 

18,226 
I--------- 

MISSISSIPPI COUNTY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 

REsIDENIlAL 3,131 33583,449 
IRRIGATION u 612,313 
COMMERCIAL 218 3,092293 
INDUsIRlAL 3 131,337,370 
OTHER 32 -5A6 

$2,741,891 
t59,?26 
$256,146 

S3YS,1% 
S51,lsr) 

$876 
34m 
$1,175 

~l,oes,oas 
$1,600 

10,m 
51,026 
14,185 

43,779,123 
19,633 

TOTAL 
--- -I--- 

$6,364,143 $1,874 49,839 
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ELECI'IUC COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; KWH SOLD; REVENUES; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

NO. OF 
CUSrOMERS KWH SOLD 

NORTH ARKANSAS ELECI'RlC COOPERATNE, INC. 

RESIDENTIAL 20,229 205,676,605' 
COMMERCIAL 1,455 56,056,404 
INDUSTRIAL 5 54,151,757 
OTHER 305 4,086,882 

TOTAL 21,994 319,971,652 

OKLAHOMA GAS & ELEcTRlC COMPANY 

-----.- _------. 

REsIDENIlAL 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUsrrzIAL 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

OUACHITA ELECTRIC COOPERATNE CORPORATION 

RESIDENTIAL 
coh4MERcLAL 
INDUSI.RIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

7,452 
847 
10 
6 

8315 
--- 

68,532,370 
55,313,294 
6037,336 

368550 

184,481550 
--- 

0- ELECIRlC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

24,442 
307 

4 
106 

26l,Xl3,os7 
65,976,918 
29z28,960 
4YZaU 

361,s 1,796 
-- 

AVERAGE 
REVENUE PER 

REVEWES CUSTOMER 

316,951,754 
33,746,852 
32,?75,964 

$331,155 

323,805,725 
------ 

S5,582,406 
$4,793,640 
33,768,940 

$21,455 

$14,166,441 
.I--- 

5838 
S2J75 

$555,193 
f1 ,W 

$1,082 
--- 

3660 
53,481 

$244,797 
$28,420 

$1,873 
-._____--. 

$7499,197 
s5,- 

$376,894 
$3,576 

$1.704 

5767 
$12,393 

3411,148 
n,w 
s984 

AVERAGE 
KWH PER 

CUSTOMER 

10,167 
388317 

10,830,351 
13,400 

14,548 
______--____ 

65,305 
6,026,734 

61,425 

22.187 
_-_-I______ 
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ELECTRIC COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; KWH SOLD; REVENUES; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

AVERAGE 
REVENUE PER 

CUSTOMER 

AVERAGE 
KWH PER 

CUSTOMER 
NO. OF 

CUSrOMERS KWH SOLD 

Pl?llT JEAN ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

REVENUES 

RESIDENIlAL 
COMMERclAL 
INDU!XRIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

RICELAND ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE. INC. 

RESIDENTIAL 
IRRIGATION 
COMMERCIAL 
INDU!XRIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

2,602 21,695,955 
692 8,665,646 
142 4,620,612 

1 3,125,000 
0 0 

3,437 38,107,213 
--- .__--____-__ 

$2,239,810 
3938,661 
$455,182 
suo,w so 

8,338 
12,523 
329540 

3,125,000 
0 

$3,853,721 51,121 11,087 

RICH M O W A I N  m C  COOPERATIVE, INC. 

REsIDENllAL 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUsIIIlAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

5,061 50,828,803 
201 5,980,807 
0 0 
0 0 

5,262 56,809,610 
I-- --- 

$4,374,484 
$454,155 

so so 

s864 
$2,259 

so 
so 

10,043 
29,755 

0 
0 

10.796 
____---- 

54,828,639 5918 

SOUTH CENIRAL ARKANSAS ELECTRIC COOPERATNE, INC. 

8,701 
29,141 
33,521 

22,868,923 
17,988 

15,955 
--- 
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ELECTRIC COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUSTOMERS; KWH SOLD; REVENUJ3; OTHER STATISTICS 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

NO. OF 
CUSTOMERS KWH SOLD 

AVERAGE AVERAGE 
REVENUE PER KWH PER 

REVENUES CUSTOMER CUSTOMER 

SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS ELEClWC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

RESIDENTIAL 
IRRlGATION 
COMMERClAL 
INDUSTRIAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

18,015 
25 

15% 
4 
11 

19,611 
---. 

189320,213 
135,471 

69,838,907 
85,606,800 
336,064 

345,437,455 
---------- 

SO- ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY 

REsIDENIlAL 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUSllUAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

WOODRUFF ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

RESIDENTIAL 
IRRIGATJON 
COMMERCIAL 
INDUSTRJAL 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

TOTALS 

12,629 
2,972 
677 
5 
9 

16,292 
I_ 

128,152,027 
46,183,743 
39,808,857 
14,301,180 

211.990 

228,657,797 

s39,150,975 
527,717,504 
$48,159,373 
S34599535 

S149,627,387 

$10,791,690 
53,957,758 
52,936,495 
S?21,148 
S14272 

S18,421,363 

$2,077,057533 

s826 
$1,080 
s3,405 

51,126,789 
S2,357 .--.------ 
Sl32 

S8.55 
$1,332 
$4,338 

s144,w) 
$1386 
I-_ 

$1,131 

52,111 

10,147 
15so 
58,802 

2,860,236 
235% 

14,035 

41,648 
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E. Electric DocketActivity Summary 

DoCI(ETsBEF0RETHE 
COMhSISSION 

UDOCKETS 

First Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (First Electric) requested a 
Certificate of Convenience and Neces- 
sity in this Docket. The Certificate was 
needed to  construct facilities in 
unallocated territory in Saline county. 
Arkansas Power & Light Company 
(AP&L) intervened, requesting to serve 
a portion of the territory. 

Order No. 6, issued August 3, 1989, 
authorized both First Electric and AP&L 
to serve certain portions of the territory. 
First Electric and AP&L were also 
directed to file revised territory maps. 

Arkansas Power & Iight Company 
(AP&L) requested authority to transfer 
its operating license for Arkansas Nudear 
One, Unit 1 and Unit 2, to an affiliate 
company, System Energy Resources, 
hc.  (Snu). Ihe  proposed comlida- 
tion of system-wide nuclear operating 
responsibility would have included 
SEWS Grand Gulf& LouisianaFbwer & 
Light Company’s Waterford 3, and 
-&I3 Nuclear One, Units 1 and 2. 

In June, 1989, Ap&L filed a 
requestin Docket No. 89-12&U for 
approval ofanaltematepraposal. Asa 
result, on June 22,1989, AP&Lvwithdrew 
this Application. 

On December 1,1988, Southwestern 
Electric Power Company (SWEPCO) 
applied for a Certificate of Convenience 
and Necessity (CCN). The Certificate 
was needed to rebuild a 7.18 mile sec- 
tion of 69 Kv transmission line in Logan 
County to 161 Kv specifications. The 
planned upgrade was requested to 
accommodate projected load growth in 
the area. After investigation, Staff filed 
testimony on February 28, 1989. A 
hearing was held March 14, 1989, and a 
CCN granted April 19,1989. 

Great Lakes Carbon Corporation 
(Great Lakes) petitioned the Commission 
for a declaratory order. The Petition 
asked the Commission to establish Great 
Lakes’ right to receive service from 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Company. 
At the time of the Petition, Great Lakes 
was sewed by and located in Arkansas 
Valley Electric Cooperative Corpora- 
tion’s service territory. 

On April 5, 1989, the Administrative 
Law Judge (ALJ) dismissed Great 
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Lakes’ Petition. On May 5, 1989, the 
Commission affirmed the ALPS Order 
without modification. The case is 
currently under appeal at the Arkansas 
courtofAppeals 

C&L Electric Cooperative request- 
ed a Certificate of Convenience and 
Necessity (CCN) to oomtruct a 10 mile, 
69 Kv transmission line through Cleve- 
IandandLincolnCounties. TheCCNwas 
granted on May 23,1989. 

On January 9, 1989, Hudson 
Memorial Nursing Home requested a 
waiver of APSC General Service Rule 
lOE, which prohibits master metering 
and combined billing of individual 
c o m e r s .  Staffinvestigatedthenursing 
home’s eligiiility for awaiver and entered 
testimony regarding its findings at the 
Mar& 21, 1989, hearing. Order No. 4, 
issued March 31, 1989, approved the 
waiver. 

On March 8, 1989, Nekoosa Paper 
Company applied for a certificate of 
Environmental Compatiibility and Public 
Need (CECPN) to add generating 

capability at their Ashdown, Arkansas 
plant. The request was made because 
of a planned plant e-xpnsion. 

Staff filed testimony recommending 
that the certificate be grauted. After an 
April 27 hearing, an Order was issued on 
May 4,1989, granting the Certificate. 

Arkansas Power & Light Company 
(AP&L) asked for approval to transfer an 
undivided portion of the Independence 
Steam Electric Station Unit No. 2 
Certificate to Entergy Power, Inc. Also 
part of the proposed transfer was AP&k 
ownership interest in the Ritchie Steam 
Electric Station Unit No. 2. 

The request was made because a 
short-term sale termination in December 
was projected to cause $23 million in 
revenue losses annually. The short-term 
sale to Mississippi Power & Light 
Company iwolved AP&h entitlement 
to capacity andenergy associated with 
the Independence Steam Electric Sta- 
tion Unit No. 2 

The Staff and the Attorney General 
entered into a Stipulation and Settlement 
Agreement with AP&L to eliminate an 
immediate need for increased rates. 
Among other things, the Stipulation 
provides for a rate moratorium which 
should insulate AP&L‘s Arkansas 
ratepayers for about three years. 

AP&L also requested authority to 
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enter an operating agreement with a 
newly-formed nudear management 
affiliate. The affiliate was to assume 
operating responsibility for, but not 
ownership of, Arkansas Nuclear One 
Units 1 and 2. The consolidation of 
nuclear operations is projected to result in 
an annual savings to Arkansas ratepayers 
of $10.4 million. The issues are pending 
before the Commission. 

Carroll Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (Carroll) requested a (CCN) 
to construct three 69 Kv transmission 
lines. The lines would tie into Arkansas 
Electric Cooperative Corporation’s 
161/69 Kv Avoca Substation. Carroll 
planned to replace the current connection 
to Southwestern EIectric Power 
Company’s 161/69 Kv East Rogers 
Substation with the Avoca Substation 
connection. After ahearingonWober3, 
1989, an Order was issued October 5 
grantingcarrors request. 

On August 3, 1989, First Electric 
Cooperative corporation (Fii t  Electric) 
applied for a (CCN) to construct, 
operate, and maintain a 1.47 mile 69 Kv 
transmission line and related facilities. 
The facilities were to include a new 
substation to sexve southern Chips, Inc, a 

new customer on First Electric’s V t e m  
Upon investigation, Staff determined 

that the line was necessary to maintain 
seMce quality for existing customers. 
Staff also found that existhg customen 
would not be required to bear the cost of 
these essentially dedicated facilities. 
After a hearing on September 12, an 
Order was issued approving First 
Electric’s Application 

a- - 
Empire District Electric Company 

applied for authority to issue and sell 
up to $45,OOO,OOO of its first mortgage 
bonds. The Staff evaluated the request 
and filed testimony recommending 
approval. Order No. 2, issued October 
18,1989, granted the request. 

As the result of a settlement reached 
in FERC Docket Nos. FA86-19-002, et 
al., Arkansas Power 8i right Company 
(Ap&L) filed an Application requesting 
to refued $13,434,674 to its Arkansas 
retail customers. After a bearing on 
September 25, 1989, the Commission 
ordered AP&L to refund the money 
through a credit on customer bills, as 
recommended by Staff. In addition, the 
Commission directed tha t  each 
customer’s refund be determined by the 
amount of electricity used during the 
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12-month period ended August 31,1989. 
The Commisson further directed that 
the credit include interest paid at an 
annual rate of 9.75% fkom August 7, 
1989, and a credit for sales and h d k e  
tax 

electrification administration's speci- 
ficatiom for accouIlt 367, underground 
conductor and devices, the eighteen 
distriition electric cooperatives jointly 
requested a revised depreciation rate. 
The new rate was for underground cable 
f&ling to meet thenew specifications. 

Arkansas Power & Light Company 
applied for a Certificate of cowenience 
and Necessity to awn, construct, operate 
and maintain a 115 KV transmission line 
between McNeil and Magnolia. The cost 
and need for the line were not dsputed in 
the hearing conducted November 16, 
1989, but intervenors objected to the 
route. The hearing was recessed to 
consider alternatives. tw5fa- 

Staff found the cooperatives' request 
to be reasonable and filed testimony 
recommendmg establishment of two new 
subaccounts with separate depreciation 
rates. The subaccounts were needed to 
amunt separately for investments which 
met the new specifications and 
investments which did not meet the new 
specifications. Order No. 3, issued 
December 12, 1989, approved the joint 
Application. 

Oklahoma Gas & Electric Company 
applied for authority to issue $75,000,000 

Southwestern Electric Power of its first mortgage bonds. The 
Application is pending before the 
CommiSsiOIl .  

89-174-u bw- 

Company (SWEPCO) applied for 
authority to issue and sell up to 
$75,000,000 of its first mortgage bonds. 

TF DOCKETS The Staf€ evalmed S w E p c o ' s  request 
and filed testimony recommending 
approvaL Order No.2, hedSeptem- 
ber 29, 1989, granted the requested I E U x E -  
authority. - 
89-19eu c- Power & Light Company (AP&L) filed 

In Docket No. 87-16', Arkansas - revised decommissioning rate adjust- 
merits for the period beginning J a n y  1, 

As a result of a change in the rural 
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199O,andendingDecember3l, 1990. The 
adjustmentswereiiledinacmrdancewith 
the requirements of Arkansas Nuclear 
One Demrnmissioning Cost Rider Rate 
Schedule M26 and Commission Order 
No. 5 in Docket No. 87-16T. The rate 
adjustments were based on M&Ls 
projected 1990 Arkansas retail 
decommissioning revenue requirement 
and were calculated usingkkansas retail 
sales projections for 1990. 

Staff filed testimony on November 30, 
1989, recommending approval of the 
rates. Order No. 8, h e d  on December 
1, 1989, approved the decommissioning 
rates and directed the Company to file 
various trust fund reports. 

l 3 i u E E v  
: 

Mississippi County Electric 
Cooperative (Mississippi County) 
requested a reduction in winter rates for 
residential and small commercial 
customen. Because appropriate cost data 
was not available, Staff asked that 
Mishippi countywithdraw the request 
until anupdated cost of seMcestudy auld 
be completed. Mkisippi county later 
withdrew the request 

First Electric Cooperative 
corporation First Electric) requested 
the consolidation of four agricultural 

water Pumping rate schedules into two. 
The two new rate schedules simplify 
agricultural rates by implementing a 
declining block energy rate without a 
demandchargeandbyimplementingload 
control credits based only on energy 
coIlSumption. The new rate schedules are 
also designed to encourage off-peak 
usage, which will offset the neghgible 
revenue loss associated with the new 
schedules. 

Staff recommended approval of the 
schedules on February 7,1989. Approval 
was granted on February 8,1989. 

At Staff's request, Empire District 
Electric Company (Empire) filed 
revisions to its fuel adjustment rider. 
The changes make the rider more 
descriptive of the Company's fuel 
adjustment calculations. Testimony was 
filed by Staff recommendmg approval of 
the revisions and a true-up plan The 
Commission adopted Staff's 
recommendations and approved 
Empire's tariff in Orders dated February 
17 and March 21,1989. 

In order to control summer peak 
wholesale demand costs, Riceland 
Electric Cooperative Corporation 
(Riceland) requested changes to its 
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agriculb.ual water pumping rates and its 
air conditioning and hot water heating 
credits. Reductions in all three of 
Riceland's agricultural water pumping 
rates were approved on May 16,1989. In 
addition, intra billing credits were 
approved which provide incentives for 
customers to control their air conditioning 
and water heating peak usage. 

Arkansas Electric Cooperative 

tion on February 3,1989, asking to revise 
Rate Schedule 1. The revision excluded 
customers served under Schedule IC-1 
from the determination of the peak hour 
each month. On February 24,1989, Staff 
filed testimony recommending approval. 
The revised rate schedule was approved 
on March 3,1989. 

corporation (AECC) filed an Applica- 

Ozarks Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (Ozark) filed an Appli- 
cation on Mar& 16, lW, seeking to 
add two optional Outdoor Lighting 
Schedules to its tariffs. Staff filed 
testimony r e m m n @  appnrvalon 
April 12 and correcting errors on April 
14. The Hearing OEicer issued an Order 
approving Ozarkd Application on April 
14,1989. 

Arkausas Power & hght Company 
(AP&L) requested approval to revise 
its Rules and Regulations Governing 
Utility Service by offering a Retirement/ 
Disability Income Plan. The proposed 
tariff allowed retired or disabled 
customers to change their billing due 
dates to the dates they receive monthly 
income checks. 

AI the request of StafE, AP&L filed a 
revised tariff which provided additional 
information to customers. Staff then filed 
testimony recommending approval of 
the revised Plan. Order No. 1, issued May 
26,1989, approved the revised tariff. 

After a Staff examination which led to 
a show cause action to reduce rates, 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (AECC) proposed an 
immediate temporary reduction of 35 
mills per kilowatt hour in its wholesale 
power rates. On June 6, 1989, the 
Commission approved a permanent 
wholesale rate reduction and ordered 
each of the seventeen member 
cooperatives to file a plan proposing 
appropriate retail treatment of the AEcxl 
reduction. 

Sixteen of the seventeen distribution 
cooperatives served by AECC proposed 
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to flow-bough a wboksale rate reduc- 
tion in the form of reduced dmrges to 
theirretailcustomers lMtceneitctedt0 
flow the reduction through the monthly 
energy adjustment factor. Thr# ather 

sippi county, and Riceland, chose to 
permanently reduce their base enerjy rate 
schedules. Because of its poor fumcial 
condition, the Commission accepted 
Woodruff Electric’s proposal to make no 
reduction in its retail charges. 

cooperative& Ashlqr-cbicof Missis- 

Ouachita Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (Ouachita) filed an 
Application on May 25, 1989, asking to 
revise its Commercial and Industrial Rate 
Schedules. The requested revisions 
removed the demand charge from the 
Commercial Rate and reduced the 
ratchet on the Industrial Rate. Staff filed 
testimony on June 20 recommending 
a p p d  The Hearing OBEiOer‘s Order 
on June 22 granted Chmchita’s request. 

On May 25, 1989, Carroll Electric 
Cooperative Corporation (Carroll) 
requested approval of an Agreement for 
Electric SeMce between Carroll and 
Bekaert Steel Corporation. Staff 
recommended approM1 for two reasons. 
First, because the proposed rates would 

make a contribution to Carroll’s fixed 
costs. Second, because operational 
benefits would result from adding new 
load to the system. The cornmission 
found the Agreement to be in the public 
interest and granted approval on 
September 27,1989. 

On June 2, 1989, ArkansasPower 
and Light Company (AP&L) filed a 
proposed Agreement for Electric SeMce 
applicable to W h e t t e  Industries, he. 
(Willanrette). The Agreement included 
rates which were competitive with 
Willamette’s cogeneration alternative. 
The rates were negotiated by AP&L to 
defer Willamette’s construction and 
operation of an on-site facility. A 
substantial portion, if not all, of the 
electricity currently purchased from 
AP&L would have been displaced by the 
onsite facility. Because the loss of the 
Willamette load and its current 
corn i t ion  to AFW3 fixed costs would 
have adversely affected other ratepayers, 
tbeCommissionappruved tbe Agreement 
on September 8,1989. 

On June 6, 1989, Woodruff Electric 
Cooperative Corporation (Woodruff) 
filed a revised energy cost adjustment 
tariff which changed the embedded 
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energycostinitsretailrates. Thepurpose 
of the change was to retain the 35 mill 
per kilowatt hour decrease in the cost of 
energypurchasedfiomArkansasElextric 
Cooperative corporaton. 

Because W M s  net eamings for 
the past five years had been substantially 
below the level established by the 
Commission, a reduction in its retail 
charges would havebeen detrimental to 
its financial COnditioIL On June 19,1989, 
Staff filed testimony recommending 
approval of the revised energy cost 
adjustment. Woodruff's request was 
p t e d  by Commission Order on June 26, 
1989. 

Arkansas Puwer & Light Company 
(AP&L) requested approval of new 
customer deposit requirements reflect- 
ing a maximum deposit of the average 
billing for two months. At the request of 
S a  AP&L 54. a revised version of 
the proposed tariff which included 
additional information detailing the 
calculation method. Staff then filed 
testimony stating that the revised tarif€ 
was in compliance with the commis- 
sion's G e n c r a l e  Ruks and 
recommending eppnrvaL Order No. 1, 
issued July 19,1989, approved the revised 
tariff. 

Carroll Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (Carroll) applied for 
approval to revise: (1) its service Rules 
and Regulations; (2) its Schedule of Fees 
and Charges; and, (3) its General 
Infomation to Customers. The revisions 
reflecteda procedural change for Car- 
roll - meters read by a contract meter 
reader rather than by members. 

At the request of the Staff, Carroll 
revised its Application to include an 
explanation of procedures for estimating 
bills and for obtaining meter readings. 
Staff then filed testimony recommendmg 
approval of the revised tarB. Order No. 
1, issued August 19, 1989, approved the 
Application as revised. 

On July 28,1989, Arkansas Power & 
Light Company (AP&L) filed a final 
update to 'Igx Adjustment Rider - M38. 
On August 14, 1989, rate adjustments 
reflecting reduced income tax eqenses 
of $30,822,000 were approved. The 
adjustments are to be applied to bills 
issued September 1,1989, through &gust 
31,1990. 

Beginning September 1, 1990, an 
annual reduction of $38,394,000 in the 
base revenue requirement will be credit- 
ed to AP&L customers. This annual 
credit will remain in effect until new 
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general tad% incorporating the current 
34% federal income tax rate are 
approved 

The fourth annual update to Arkan- 
sas Power & Iight Company’s (AP&L) 
Grand Gulf Rider - M33 was fled on 
November 1, 1989. On December 22, 
1989, the parties fled a Joint Stipulation 
defining the allocation of unrealized tax 
benefits when AP&L is in a net operating 
loss condition. Along with the Stipula- 
tion, the parties filed a revised tariff 
which reciuced the proposed true-up of 
carrying charges on the Deferred Balance 
by 50%. 
On December 22, 1989, the Com- 

mission approved the Stipulation and the 
revised tarif€ The rates will be effective 
for the period January 1 - December 31, 
1990. 

Mississippi County Electric 
Cooperative filed a tariff requestinga 
rate reduction applicable to Rate 
Schectules 1,2, & 4. Staff r e v i d  the 
tarif€ and found that the praposed rate 
reduction of $173,045 was warranted 
and would not be detrimental to the 
Cooperative. 

Staff filed testimony requesting 

approval of the rate reduction. The 
proposed tariff was approved by the 
Commission on December 19,1989. 

C DOCKETS 

The Complainants disputed the 
charge for connection of sewice to their 
mobile home. The Staff investigated the 
Complaint and filed testimony 
recommending that North Arkansas 
Electric Cooperative’s (North Arkansas) 
line extension tariff be revised. Staff also 
recommended that the Complainants be 
extended service as a permanent 
residence. 

Order No. 5,  issued November 17, 
1987, required North Arkansas to provide 
service to the Complainants within five 
days of the payment of necessary fees. In 
addition, North Arkansas was required 
to revise their line extension tarif€ for 
mobile homes. 

North Arkansas requested and was 
granted a rehearing Order No. 9, issued 
December 10, 1987, affirmed the 
Commission’s prior Order. 

On May4, 1989, North Arkansas 
filed a revised tarif€ as required by the 
Commission. Staff filed testimony 
recommending approval. Order No. 14 
approvedthe revised tarif€ on May 4, 
1989. 
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In response to the petition of 406 
dissatisfied Clay County Electric 
Cooperative (Clay county) customers, 
this Docketwas established to investi- 
gate and resolve their complaints. On 
May 6,1988, Order No. 2 directed Clay 
County to furnish periodic progress 
reports on projects it initiated to resolve 
theComplaint. 
On August 10, 1989, Staff filed 

testimony assessing Clay County’s 
compliance with Commission Order No. 
2. The testimony also d e s c r i i  a need 
for further investigation. Staff Report 
No. 1 was filed August 28,1989, and Staff 
Report No. 2 on September 12,1989. 
The Complaint is pending before the 
commission. 

8iMQLc- 
vs. c & L El.ECTRICCOOP- 
rn 
Mr. kllebrew complained that he 

experienced meter trouble on numerous 
occasionsd;unhg the October, 1987bill- 
ing period. He believed the problem 
to be the fault of C & L Electric 
Cooperative corporaton (C & L). 

At the Complainant’s request, the 
hearing was postponed. The complain- 
ant was to contact the Comxnm ’ ‘onand 
give a date when the hearing auld be 
rescheduled. 

One year passed without the 
Ccmplainaut responding to requests to 
indicate his intentions. As a result, C & L 
requested that the Complaint be 
dimbed. Order No. 6, issued May 23, 
1989, dismissed the Complaint. 

The Complainant disputed an 
abnormally high bill and contended that 
Arkansas Power & Light Company 
(AP&L) was not cooperating with efforts 
to resolve the dispute. The Staff and 
AP&L tested the Complainant’s electric 
meter and found it to be accurate. 

Staff filed testimony presenting both 
the result of its investigation and the result 
of the isolation meter test of the 
Complainant’s two furnaces. Order NOS, 
issued June 30, 1989, ruled that the 
Complainant was not entitled to any 
adjustment on the disputed bill and 
dismhed the Complaint. 

&&LU€- 

QRmQu 

VS. SOTlTHWEST ARKANSAS 
C o O P m d  CORP- 

The Complainants claimed they 
wereovercharged for electric usage in 
April and May of 1988 because of a meter 
malfunction. The Staff investigated the 
complaint and filed testimony regardmg 
the amacy of the Complainants’ meter. 
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Order No. 3, issued February 14, 1989, 
ruled that the &xnpWts could not 
prove any malfunction of their meter and 
c h n i s e d t h e ~ l a i n L  

The Complainant alleged that he 
was overcharged for electrical usage 
during a three-month period. The 
overcharge was attributed to meter 
readings and billing errors committed by 
Arkansas Power & Light Company 
(AP&L). He alsoallegedthatAp&Lboth 
misinformed and discriminated against 
him in handling his complaint and his 
request for a bilhg adjustment. The Staff 
investigated the Complaint and filed 
testimony mering AP&h compliance 
with Commission Rules and APBrL's 
approved taxi& 

In order No. 3, issued September 20, 
1989, the Commission found that the 
Complainant was not entitled to a refund 
However, AFVkL was directed in the 
Order to review its billing practices and 
prooedures. 'Ihe purpose of the review 
was to ensure that all AP&L customer 
service personnel were well informed 
about the cammission's 
B,&andAP&Esowntariffs TheStaff 
later reviewed the steps taken by AP&L 
for compliance with the commission's 
directive. 

8&182-c - 
EMUYE 

#1 vs. 
S E1.ECTRTC COOP- 

Nevada School District #1 consolidated 
schools and delayed shut-off of electricity 
to abandoned buildings. In a Complaint 
to the Commission, the School District 
later claimed that South Central Arkan- 
sas Electric Cooperative (South Central) 
overcharged for the demand charge 
during the period between the 
consolidation and the shut&. 

Staff investigated the Complaint and 
filed testimony regarding compliance 
with Commission Rules and South 
Central's approved tariffs. Order No. 3, 
issued May 4, 1989, ruled that the 
Complainant was not entitled to a refund 
and dismised the case. 

The Complainants disputed C&L 
Electric Cooperative Corporation's 
(W) termination of their seMce. The 
dispute existed becaw the Complain- 
ants believed they had notified C & L 
regarslmg a Delayed Payment Agreement.. 
The &qlainants sought a refund of 
the twenty dollar reconnect fee and an 
Order for C & L to work with them in the 
future if the need for a Delayed Payment 
Agreement should arise. 

Staff investigated the Complaint and 
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filed testimony presenting the results. 
Order No. 4, issued Mgr24,1989, granted 
the relief sought by the COmplainantE. 

The complainants requested both a 
release of their farm property from 
Craighead Electric Cooperative 
Corporation’s (Craighead) service 
territory and a reahcation of the prop 
erty to Arkansas Power & Light 
Company’s (AP&Cs) service territory. 
The Complainants contended that 
crsllghead’s facilities were constructed at 
irregular angles across their property and 
that the construction interfered with the 
aerial Application of chemicals Order 
No. 4, issued October 19,1989, dismissed 
the complaint, 

The Complainant requested that 
Cr aigh e ad Electric Cooper at ive 
Corporation (Craighead) move utility 
poles located on his farm land. Craig- 
head agreed, provided the Complainant 
paid relocation charges. The 
Complainant alleged that the charges 
were unreasonable and that Craighead 
did not have an easement on his land. 

The Staff investigated the Complaint 
and filed testimony on the 
appropriateness of the charges. Order 
No. 4, issued September 28,1989, ruled 
that the Complainant was not a former, 
current, or prospective customer of 
Gaighead and that the Commission was 
without jurisdiction to adjudicate the 
Complaint. The Complaint was 
dismked. 

iB4zX- 
VS. m S A S  P O W E R  AND - 

The Complainant alleged an 
overcharge for electric service. The Staff 
reviewed the Complaint and filed 
testimony regarding service quality and 
billing. ’IheCompIainantfailedtoappear 
for the hearing, and Order No. 3, issued 
June 29,1989, dismissed the Complaint. 

89-08(K: WANDA ~ Y F x  GREG- 
R N  - 

The Complainant charged that, on 
numerous d o n s ,  Arkansas Power & 
Light Company (Ap&L) had refused to 
reconnect service at the requested 
address. The Staff investigated the 
Complaint and fled testimony regarding 
AP&& compliance with Canmission 
Rules and AP&b approvedtariffs. 

The hearing, set for July 11,1989, was 
continued pen- a response from the 
Complainant The Complainant did not 
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respond to interrogatories and requests 
for production of documents. Order No. 
4, issued October 5,1989, dismked the 
Complaint for failure to prosecute. 

A DOCKETS 

First Electric Cooperative 
Corporation’s request for approval to 
serve a customer in Arkansas Power & 
fight Company’s service territory was 
granted. Order No. 1, issued November 7, 
1988, authorized a customer release only, 
and did not authorize any change in 
allocated service territory. 

Arkansas Valley Electric Coopera- 
tive Corporation and Southwestern 
Electric Power Company requested 
authority to exchange certain service 
territory. Order No. 1, issued November 
8,1989, Sauthorized the exchange of terri- 
tory. The Order also amended the 
companies’ Certificates of Public 
Convenience and Necessity to reflect the 
new seMce areaboundaries. 

South Central Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corporation’s request for 
approval to release a customer to 
Arkansas Power & Light Company was 
granted. Order No. 1, issued December 
20, 1989, authorized a customer release 
only, and did not authorize any change in 
allocated seMce territory. 

Empire District Electric Company 
(Empire) requested a protective order of 
limited disclosure. Empire sought the 
order to protect certain information 
requested by the Staff during a fuel 
adjustment audit. Order No. 1, issued 
December 13, 1988, approved limited 
disclosure of the information. Order No. 
2, issued M a y  24,1989, closed the Docket. 

Craighead Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (Craighead) requested 
authority to release a customer to 
Jonesboro city Mter & Light Craig- 
head subsequently withdrew the request, 
and Order No. 1, issued October 20,1989, 
closed the Docket. 
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Arkansas Power & Iight Company 
(AP&L) requested approval to serve two 
customers located in South Central 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative, Inc.’s 
(South Central) allocated service 
territory. South Central agreed to release 
the customers to AP&L 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that AP&L‘s request be 
approved Order No. 1, issued February 
23, 1989, authorized customer releases 
only and did not authorize any change in 
allocated Service territory. 

Southwestern El e ctr i c Pow e r 
Company (SWEPCO) applied for 
authority to serve a portion of Hope 
Water & Light Commission’s (Hope) 
territory. Hope agreed to release the 
territory to SwEpco.  

Staff Bed testimony recommerading 
that the request be approved. Order No. 
1, issued May 11, 1989, approved the 
Application and served as evidence of 
the amendment to SWEFCC)’s certifi- 
cate of Cowenience and Necessity. 

First Electric Cooperative 
Corporation (First Electric) requested 

approval to sewe a customer located in 
Arkansas Power & Light Company’s 
(AP&L) allocated service territory. 
Ap&L agreed to release the customer to 
FirstElectric. 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that First Electric’s request be 
approved. Order No. 1, issued May 10, 
1989, authorized a customer release only 
and did not authorize any change in the 
allocated service territory. 

First Electric Cooperative Cor- 
poration (First Electric) requested 
approval to serve a customer located in 
Riceland Electric Cooperative 
Corporation’s (Riceland) allocated 
service territory. Riceland agreed to 
release the customer to First Electric. 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that First Electric’s request be 
approvd. Order No. 1, issued May 12, 
1989, authorized a customer release only 
and did not authorize any change in 
allocated SeMce territory. 

Arkansas Power & Light Company 
(AP&L) requested approval to serve a 
customer located in Craighead Electric 
bperat ive cmporation’s 
allocated service territory. 

(Craighead) 
Craighead 
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agreed to release the customer to AP&L 
Staff filed testimony recommending 

thatAPMk requestbeapproved. Order 
No. 1, issued hme 9,1989, authorized a 
customer release only and did not 
authorize any change in allocated service 
territory. 

Arkansas Power & fight Company 
(AP&L) requested approval to sene a 
customer located in South Central 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative’s (South 
Central) allocated service territory. 
South Central agreed to release the 
customer to AP&L 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that AP&L‘s request be 
approved. Order No. 1, issued June 21, 
1989, authorized a customer release only 
and did not authorize any change in 
allocated service territory. 

Arkansas Puwer & hght Company 
(AP&L) reQuested approval to serve a 
customer located in South Central 
Arkansas Elecbic Cooperative’s (South 
Central) allocated service territory. 
South Central agreed to release the 
customer to AP&L 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that AP&L‘s request be 

approved. Order No. 1, issued June 30, 
1989, authorized a customer release only 
and did not authorize any change in 
allocated service territory. 

Arkansas Power & hght Company 
(AP&L) requested approval to serve a 
customer located in South Central 
Arhsas  Electric Cooperative’s (South 
Central) allocated service territory. South 
Central agreed to release the customer to 
AP&L 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that AP&L‘s request be 
approved. Order No. 1, issued July 25, 
1989, authorized a customer release only 
and did not authorize any change in 
allocated service territory. 

Arkansas Power & Iight Company 
(AP&L) requested approval to serve a 
customer located in South Central 
Arkansas Fdectric Cooperative’s (South 

central agreed to release the customer to 
Ap&L 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that AP&L‘s request be 
approved. Order No. 1, issued August 11, 
1989, authorized a customer release only 
and did not authorize any change in 

cemal)allocatedseMceterritory. South 
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allocated Semce territory. 

Southwestern Electric Power 
Company (SWEPCO) requested 
approval to sewe a customer located in 
Carroll Electric Cooperative Cor- 
poration’s (Carroll) allocated service 
territory. Carroll agreed to release the 
customer to SwEPCO. 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that SWEPCO’s request be 
approved. Order No. 1, issued August 
15, 1989, authorized a customer release 
only and did not authorize any change in 
allocated service territory. 

Arkansas Power & Light Company‘s 
request for approval to release a cus- 
tomer to First Electric Cooperative 
corporation was granted Order No. 1, 
issued October 3, 1989, authorized a 
customer release only, and did not 
authorize any change in allocated service 
territoxy. 

fE!aZdL- 

: 

request for approval to m e  a customer 

OUNTAIN E T m C  COOP- 

Arkansas Power & Iight Company‘s 

in Rich Mountain Electric Cooperative 
Corporation’s service territory was 
granted Order No. l, issued Deoember 
11, 1989, authorized a customer release 
only, and did not authorize any change in 
allocated sewice territory. 

Arkansas Power & Light Company 
requested approval to serve a customer in 
South Central Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative’s service territory. The 
request is pending before the Com- 
mission. 

F DOCKETS 

81M1-F so- - 
On December 4,1989, Southwestern 

Electric Power Company (SWEPCO) 
filed a revised Purchased Power Senice 
tariff. The revised tarB applies to small 
power production and cogeneration 
facilities of 100 Kilowatts or less and 
reflects the prices SWEPCO will pay for 
energy delivered into its system in 1990. 
The Commission approved the tariff in 
order No. 24, issued on December 12, 
1989. 
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DOCKETS ON APPEAL 
FROM TEIE COMMISSION 

Appeal with the Arkansas Court of 
Appeals The parties are currently in the 
process of filing briek. 

TD DOCKETS 

8 . 8 m A l w  

IC C o m  
EuL 
ARKANSAS C O W  OF APPEALS 
NO. CA89-272 

R P O g  

On December 8, 1988, Great Lakes 
Carbon Corporation (GLCC) filed a 
Petition for Dedaratory Order in Docket 
88-193-U. The Petition requestedthat 
the Commission enter an order declaring 
that G E C  has a legal right to obtain 
electric service from Oklahoma Gas and 
Electric Company (OG&E). On 
February 1,1989, Staff fled a Motion 
for Summary Declaratory Order 
requesting that the Commission enter an 
order dismissing GLCC's petition and 
declaring that OG&E is prohibited from 
providing electric seMce to G E .  On 
April 5,1989, the Administrative Law 
Judge entered Order No. 6 granting 
Staf€'s Motion and c,bming the &ti- 
tion On May 5, 1989, tbe commissl 'on 
entered order No. 7, afkning without 
modification Order No. 6. On June 16, 
1989, the Commission entered order No. 
8 denying G-s Petition for Rehearing. 
On July 3,1989, G K C  filed a Notice of 

5 ET.EC- 
IC COOPERATIVE COR- 

€32RmQN 

On July 10, 1987, Arkansas Electric 
Cooper at ive Corpora ti on ( AECC) 
petitioned the Commission for a review 
of its Tax Division assessment for 1987. 
Following a hearing and the submission of 
briefs, the Administrative Law Judge 
(AW) issued an Order on February 14, 
1988, afEirming the assessment. On 
March 9,1988, AECC filed objections 
to the AIJ's Order; on March 21,1988, 
Staff fled its response to those objections. 
On May 17,1988, the Commission issued 
an Order granting reconsideration On 
March 14, 1989, the Commission denied 
rehearing. 

O n  May 27, 1989, AECC filed a 
Petition for Review with the hlaski 
County Circuit Court (No. 89-1886) 
pursuant to Ark. Code AM. Section 
26-2.4-123. On August 25, 1989, a 
pretrial conference was held to discuss 
AECC's assertion that it is entitled to a 
trial "de novo" pursuant to ACA Section 
26-24-123. That assertion is currently 
under review by Circuit Judge 
Lessenbeq. 
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A. Highlights of 1989 

Within the state, the telecom- I municationsindust~~facedanllmher 
of issues. The issues include the 
introduction of enhanced services, the 
state-wide appearance of Alternative 
Operator SeMces, the introduction of 
WATS-like services by many inter- 
exchange carriers, and traditional issues 
associated with rate filings. 

The Commission continued its 
investigation and evaluation of the 
Alternative Operator Services (AOS) 
industry during 1989. Three AOS 
companies were found to be operating in 
the state without the approval of the 
Commission. Refunds of the monies 

collected by those companies for intra- 
state semice were gained for Arkansas 
ratepayers. 

The Commission also approved new 
minimllm filing requirements for both 
Class A and Class B teleoommunications 
companies. It is hoped that the regulatory 
process will move more smoothly now for 
the companies, to the benefit of both 
consumers and the Commission 

Rules for theintrastate cellularmo- 
bile industry and other competitive 
service providers were also proposed by 
the Commission Staff in 1989. Those 
Rules are under consideration by the 
Commission at this time. 

B. Access Lines by Class 
The pie chart which follows is a 

graphic representation of the number of 
access lines, by category, at the end of 
1988. Total access lines on December 31, 
1988 were 1,064,280. Ofthat total, 74.6% 
were Residential and 26.4%were business 

lines. Residential Access Lines increased 
from 777,432 at the end of 1987 to 793,852 
at the end of 1988. Business lines 
increased from 231,681 in 1987 to 270,428 
at the end of 1988. 

ACCESS UNES - RESIDENTIAL & BUSINESS 
Drmbr31,lDM 
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C. Telephone Revenues by Category 
The following pie cbart depicts the 

various reveme s~urccs for the local 

1988. lbtal telephone inctustry revenues 
in Arkansas for 1988 were $842,646,552. 
Toll rewenue made up approximately 
36% of that total or $304,309,701. 

Access charges generated revenues of 
$232,653,744 and were shared by all 

revenue for the year was $260,586,453. 
The industry also had Miscellaneous 
Revenues of $45,015,654 in 1988. 

exchange comp84ifs and p5BrT during a)mpanieSarceptrn&T Local seryice 

TELEPHONE REVENUES BY CATEGORY 
FOR 1988 

M I S  REV W5,015,654 (5.3%) 

TOU$S4,309,701 (36.1%) 

-\\\\\ 

svc $260,586,453 (30.9%) 

3,744 (27.6%) 
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D. Statistical Summaries for Telecommunications 

TELEpHoNEcoMpANIEs-ARKANsAs0NLY 
PIANTINWSTMEW, OPERATING REVENUES 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

PLANT 0-G RATIO(%) 
COMPANY lMrEsIuENT REVENUES GROSSREV 

AT&T C O W  OF THE S.W. 

ARKANSAS TELEPHONE CO. 
CADDOANTELEF'HONECO. 
cENTRALARKTEL(3oop. 
C L E ~ C O U N T Y T E L C O .  
CQNTMWlM,TEL. CO. OF ARK 
CONTINENTALTEL. CO. OFMO. 
DECAl"UR TELEPHONE CO. 
GEN. TEL. CO. OFTHE S.W. 
IAVACA TELEPHONE CO. 
LBER'W TEL. & COMMUNICATIONS 
MADISON COUNTY TEL. CO. 
MAGAZlN€TEL.CO. 
MOUNTAIN HOME TEL CO. 
MOUNTMNVIEWTEL-CO. 
NOFU'HERNARKTEL-CO. 
PERmTELEpHoNECO. 
PRAIRlE GROVETEL CO. 
REDFIELDTELEPHONECO. 
RICEBELTTELCO. 
E RI?TER TlELEpHONE CO. 
souTHARKANsASTELc0. 
sou-mWEsrARKTELmp. 

ALLTELARKANsAs,INc. 
$165303594 
44333,975 
3,025,984 
w 
985,742 
19U332 
54z-321 
843,767 
743,676 

50,498,144 
619,202 

9,482293 
W V 1 8  
3ggm 

%135373 
W 8 2  
1- 
547,405 

625786 
w 
1714540 
w 

7,817,954 

25337% 
28.69 
2939 
88.90 
20.70 
n.79 
40.99 
5210 
37.87 
31.78 
44.11 
3437 
2625 
35.76 
33.40 
38.96 
4134 
28-01 
3208 
37.69 
3238 
36.91 
26.00 
2o.m 
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COMPANY 

T E L E p H o N E c o M P ~ A R K A N s A s 0 N L Y  
mAMTINVESIUENT;OPEJWI'INGREVENUES 

YEAR ENDED DECEM3ER 31,1988 

OPEBATING RATIO(%) 
REVENUES GROSREV 

S O P  BEILTEL. CO. 

UNION TELEPHONE CO, INC. 
UNITED TELEPHONE CO. OF- 
WALNUTHlLLTELEPHONECO. 
YELCOTTELEPHONE CO. 
YELLCOUNTYTELEPHONECO. 

TRI-COUNTY TELEPHONE CO. 

TOTALS 

l,478,210,352 
l3,047,958 
2YW747 
21mfi1 
l3,57l,742 
6,975,981 
412934 

$2,193,670,400 

455,18&288 
2544,080 
6Q104 

7,442,198 
4,985333 
1984531 
5=,m 

s834,953,668 

30.60 
1930 
29.12 
33.88 
36.49 
2832 
26.10 

38.06% 
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TELEPHONECOMPANlES-ARKANSASONLY 
ACCESSLINES 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

AT&T COh4MUNICATIONS OFTHE S .  W. 

ALLTELARKANsAS,INc. 

ARKANSAS TELEPHONE CO. 

CADDOANTELEPHONECO. 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTXAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

NA 
NA 
NA 

BUSINESS 
REsIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTlAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENl'IAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

900 

5,621 
epl 

35 
2M 
285 

UJ10 
fia35.8 
74,068 
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TELEPHONECOM€?~-ARKANSASONLY 
ACClESSLd[NES 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

CONTINENTAL TEL. CO. OF MO. BUSINESS 137 
RESIDENTlAL&RURAL tu 

TOTAL 948 

DECATUR TELEPHONE CO. 

GEN. TEL CO. OFTHE S.W. 

LAVACA TELEPHONE CO. 

LIBEIFyTEL.&cOMMuNICATIONS 

BUSINESS 168 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL m 

TOTAL 741 

BUSINESS 20,807 
RESIDENTlAL&RURAL z!ai 

TOTAL 78,752 

BUSINESS 115 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL AQ3 

TOTAL k149 

BUSINESS 73 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL Q83 

TOTAL 756 
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TELEPHONEcOM€!!-ARKANSASONLY 
ACCESSLINES 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

MOUNT4lN HOME TEL. CO. 

MOUNTAIN VIEW TEL. CO. 

NO- ARK TEL. CO. 

PERCO TELEPHONE CO. 

PRAIRIEGROVETEL.CO. 

REDFlELD TELEPHONE CO. 

RICE BELT "EL. CO. 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
REiSIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

848 
u6l 
4 9  

623 
e21l 
4,836 

366 
2682 
3,048 
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TELEPHONECOMPANIES-ARKANSASOW 
ACCESSIJNES 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBEFt 31,1988 

E. RllTER TELEPHONE CO. 

SOUTH ARKANSAS TEL. co. 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENl'IAL&RURAL 

Tow 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

T O W  

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

SOuTKwEsTERNBELLTEL.CO. BUSINESS 
RESLDENTLAL&RURAL 

Tom 

T R I - C O ~ T E L E P H O N E C O .  

UNION TELEPHONE CO, INC. 

UNITED "EL 0. OF ARK. 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TMAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENllAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 
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TEUEPHONECOMPANTES-ARKANSASONLY 
ACCESSLINES 

YEAR ENDEJ3 DECEMBER 31,1988 

WALNUT HILLTELEPHONE CO. 

YELCOT TELEPHONE CO. 

YELLCOUNTYTELEPHONECO. 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIJXNlWL&RURAL 

TOTAL 

BUSINESS 
RESIDENTIAL & RURAL 

TOTAL 

TOTALACCESSLINESINARK 
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E. 'Ilelecommunications Docket Activity Summary 

JX)CKETS B m R E  
COMMISSION 

THE 

84d.lmL m*oF- z 
GTE of the Southwest, Inc. 

(GTESW) asked to change their 
Texarlcana, Arkansas rates to the same 
rates approved by the Texas Public 
Utilities Commission for Texarkana, 
Texas. A hearing was held in July, 1989, 
and Order No. 9, dated July 17, 1989, 
approved the request. 

Compute-A-Call was granted an 
interim Certificate of Convenience and 
Necessity (CCN) to operate as an 
interexchange carrier in this Docket. The 
Docket remains open to allow the carrier 
to amend its tariffs to reflect either 
changes in rates or the introduction of 
new services. CompUte-A-Call requested 
a number of revisions during 1989. AI 
have been approved by the commis- 
sion 

84-llev us. 
US Sprint was granted an interim 

certificate of Convenience and Necessity 
(CCN) to operate as an interexchange 
carrier in this Docket The Docket re- 

mains open to allaw the canier to amend 
its tariffs to reflect either changes in rates 
or the inlrochction of new services. US 
Sprint requested several revisions during 
1989. AU have been approved by the 
Commission. 

In this Docket, MCI was granted an 
interim Certificate of Convenience and 
Necessity (CNN) to operate as an  
interexchange carrier. The Docket 
remains open to allow the carrier to 
amend its tarif&, to reflect either changes 
in rates or the introduction of new 
services. All of the revisions requested by 
MCI have been approved. Order No. 22 
approved the most recent tariff revisions 
making them effective pending adoption 
of Commission rules and regulations 
regarding competitive telephone toll 
service. 

American Telephone & Telegraph 
Company (AT&T) filed a Petition for 
Declaratory Relief. The Petition 
requested a ruling born the Commission 
that a particular equity infusion trans- 
acted by AT&T did not require PSC 
approval. On March 21, 1989, the 
Commission issued an Order finding that 
prior Commission approval of the 
transaction was not required. 
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In this Docket, Your Long Distance 
Connection (Company) was granted an 
interim Certificate of Wenience and 
Necessity (CCN) to operate as an 
interexchange carrier in the State of 
Arkansas. The Docket remains open to 
allow the carrier to amend its taxi& to 
reflect either changes in rates or the 
introduction of new seMces. All of the 
revisions requested by theCompany 
have been approved. Order No. 5 
approved the most recent tariff revisions, 
making them effective pending adoption 
of Commission rules and regulations 
regarding competitive telephone toll 
service. 

Satelco was granted interim approval 
in this Docket for a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity (CCN) to 
operate as an interexchange carrier. 'Ihe 
Docket remains open for the Canier to 
amend its taxi& during the year to reflect 
either changes in rates or the introduction 
of new services. AU of the revisions 
rquestedby Satelcohaveknapproved. 
Order No. 15, dated July 21,1989, 
approved the most ream tariff revisions 
on an interim basis. 

Orders in these Dockets granted 
McCaw Comrrmnications of Little Rock 
and C.LS of Pine Bluff interim Certi- 
ficates of Convenience and Necessity to 
operate as celldar service providers. The 
Dockets remain open to address tariff 
changes until rules and regulations 
governing cellular providers are adopted 
by the Commission. 

American Telephone & Telegraph 
(M'&T) applied for authority to provide 
Custom Network Services, inter- and 
intra-- in Arkansas. The Docket 
remains open pending completion of 
Docket No. 88-091-U. 

'The Application for a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity from 
International Telecharge, Inc. @T), an 
alternative operator service provider, was 
exbated in this Docket. The Applica- 
tion is now pending before the 
Commission. On May 10,1989, I.T. was 
ordered to cease providmg service and to 
refund monies collected for illegally 
provided intrastate seMce. 
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This Docket was established to 
evaluate the Application of American 
Operator Services, an alternative oper- 
ator service provider, for a Certificate of 
ConvenienceandNecessity. Discovery is 
being conducted and the Application is 
pen- before the Commission. 

Contel of Arkansas (Contel) asked to 
increase its composite depreciation rate 
from 62% to 85%. The major aspects 
of Contel's request were the use of the 
remaining life methodology and the 
appropriate service life estimates for 
digital central office equipment. The Staff 
filed testimony recommending a 
composite depreciation rate of 6.71%. 
Order No. 5, issued April 14,1989, adop- 
ted Staff's recommended depreciation 
rates with an effective date of Januaq 1, 
1988. The Order also required contel to 
file a complete depredation anaEysis no 
later than December 3l,199l, and every 
three years thereafter unless otherwise 
ordered by the Commission. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company requested to complete its 
five-year phase-in of depreciation rates 
based on the remaining life methodology 

as initially set forth in Docket No. 
83-045-U. The composite depreciation 
rate remained at 5.7% and was based on 
estimated yearend 1988 balances. 

Staff recommended the rates be 
approved on an interim basis, effective 
J a n q  1, 1989. A true-up based on 
actual yearend 1988 balances was filed 
on March 28, 1989. Staff filed testimony 
recommending that the true-up rates be 
approved and a rate be established for 
Account 2426, Intrabuilding Network 
Cable, in accordance with FCC Part 32 
Uniform System of Accounts. The 
Commission approved Staff's recom- 
mendations in Order No. 4, issued 
December 22,1988. 

This Application from Southwest 
Arkansas Telephone Cooperative 
Corporation (SWATC) contained a 
two-phaserequest. The first phase was 
for approval to transfer plant retire- 
ments into an Extraordinary Roperty 
Loss account. Second, SWmC also 
requested amortization over ten years of 
old digital central office equipment 
(COE) which was replaced by new COE 
digital equipment. Staff recommended 
approval of the amortizition. Both 
phases were approved by the Com- 
mission. 
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Liberty Telephone Company and 
Liirty lklephone and Communications, 
Inc. requested to increase their compo- 
site depreciation rate from 4.31% to 
6.08%. Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending that the composite deprecia- 
tion rate be increased to 6.08%, effective 
January 1,1989. 

Order No. 3, issued April 25, 1989, 
adopted the proposed depreciation rate 
changes. The Order also instructed the 
companies to adjust their books to reflect 
the identification of Central Office 
Equipment reserve balances by plant 
subacoounts, and to reflect those changes 
in the annual report filed with the 
commission. 

Tbis Docket was established as a re- 
sult of a Stipulation and Agreement in 
Docket No. 87-201-U. The purpose of 
the Docket was the development of a 
tracking plan designed to identify the 
investment and expenses asscx5ated with 
GIE of the southwest k ' s ,  moderni- 
zation program. The plan is desigmd to 
ensure that exchanges which do not have 
@tal switches are not charged for them. 

Tri J Enterprises was granted an 
interim Certificate of Convenience and 
Necessity (CCN) to operate as an 
interexchange carrier in this Docket The 
Docket remains open to allow the canier 
to amend its tariffs to reflect either 
changes in rates or the introduction of 
new services. 

The Staff requested an order to ap- 
pear and show cause why an order should 
not be entered directing American 
Telenet to stop providing intrastate 
telecommunications service and to re- 
fund all amounts charged for that service. 
The Commission issued the Order on 
Mar& 2,1989. 

After Staff testimony was filed, the 
Commission held a hearing on the mat- 
ter. American Telenet was later ordered 

the State of Arkansas and to refund all 
intrastate monies collected, plus 
interest,to those customers. 

to stop providing unauthorized service in 

At Staff's request, the Commission 
issued an Order to appear and show cause 
why an order should not be entered 
directing Intercom TelecOmmUnications 
(Company) to stop providing intrastate 
telecommunications service and to refund 
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all amounts charged for that seMce. 
After Staff testimony was filed, the 

Commissionheldahearingonthematter. 
The &mpany was later ordered to stop 
providing unauthorized service in the 
State of Arkansas and to refund all 
intrastate monies collected, plus interest, 
to those customers. 

This Application requested a 
Certificate of Convenience and Necessity 
(CCN) for authority to resell cellular 
mobile radio telecommunications ser- 
vice in the Little Rock Metropolitan 
Statistical Area. The CCN was granted 
on an interim basis until rules for 
competitive carriers are adopted by the 
commission. 

This Docket was established to 
address the request for a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity (m) by 
Long Distance Connection of North 
Arkansas, an intrastate reseller of long 
distance service. Long Distance 
Connection of North Arkansas was 
granted an interim CCN. The Docket 
remains open for tbe carrier to amend its 
tarif& to reflect either changes in rates or 
the introduction of new seMces to its 
customers. 

89-017-u Qm-rn 
Opti-Net, an Alternative Operator 

Services Chnpany, filed an Application 
asking for a certificate of COIlvenience 
and Necessity, in this Docket. The 
Application is pending before the 
commission. 

This 
evaluate 
America 

Docket was established to 
a joint Application from Call 
and Aerofone. The Companies 

asked approval of a plan to merge their 
customer bases for the purpose of 
continuing business as long-distance 
resellers. The commission approved the 
joint Application April 3,1989. 

This Docket was established to 
evaluate a request to transfer plant, 
equipment, and territory of United 
Telephone Company to Contel Systems 
of Arkansa~ The Commission issued an 
Order approving the requested transfer 
on June 6,1989. Tbe Docket was closed 
on August 31,1989. 

Telesphere, an Alternative Operator 
Services Company, applied for a 
Certificate of Convenience and Neces- 
sity. The Application is pending before 
the Commission. 
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Network Operator Services, an 
Alternative operator Sewices Cmpauy, 
applied for a Certificate of COINenience 
and Necessity. The Application is pend- 
ing before the commisson. 

This Docket was established to 
address the request for a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity (a) by 
Pine Bluff Cellular. Pine Bluff Cellular 
is a non-wireline provider of cellular 
service in the Pine Bluff Metropolitan 
statistical Area AninterimccNwas 
granted by the commission. TheDock- 
et remains open to address tariff changes 
until rules and regulations governing 
cellular providers are adopted by the 
commission 

A joint Application was filed by 
Southwestern Bell 'Mephone Company 
(SWB) and Cleveland County Wephone 
Company (Cleveland County). The 
Application requested a Certificate of 
Conveniene and Necessity to construct 
new toll Eacilites between Risonand 
Pine Bluff. The Application also re- 
quested authority to transfer ownership of 
selected microwave equipment from 
SWB to Cleveland County. The 
Applicationwas approved May 30,1989. 

U - m  a reseller of interexchange 
seMce that provides seMce to only one 
customer, filed an Application requesting 
a Certificate of Convenience and 
Necessity. The Application is pending 
before the Commission. 

Liberty Telephone Company 
requested permission to serve unallocated 
territory in Randolph county. They plan 
to use a radio telephone system re- 
ferred to as BETRS (basic exchange 
telephone radio service) to provide the 
service. The Application was approved 
June 13,1989. 

This Docket was established to 
address the request for a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity (CCN) by 
Econo-Iine. EconeLine is an intrastate 
reseller of long distance service. An 
intermim CCN was granted by the 
Commission and the Docket remains 
open to allow the canier to amend its 
tarif& to reflect either changes in rates or 
the introduction of new services. 

Central Arkansas Telephone 
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Cooperative requested approval of an 
Extraordinary Property Loss account 
relating to retired outdated central office 
equipment. Staff filed testimony and a 
July hearing date was established. 

Little Rock Cellular Partnership 
requested a Certificate of Convenience 
and Necessity (CCN) to provide 
non-wireline cellular radio telephone 
service to the Little Rock-North Little 
Rock Metropolitan Statistical Area. A 
tariffwas also filed with the Application. 

The proposed tariff was approved on 
June 22, 1989, and an interim CCN was 
granted. The Docket remains open for 
further tariff fihgs pen- the com- 
pletion of rules for competitive carriers. 

Approval was requested and granted 
for the ismnee of an additional 9,618 
shares of common stock, $20 par value, 
to current shareholders The shares were 
tobeusedasastockdividendintheratio 
of one new share breach n v ~  shares of 
common stock currently held. The 
purpose of the stock issue was to increase 
the capital stock component, rather than 
the retained earnings component, of 
Yelcot’s stockholders’ equity. On August 
4, 1989, Staff recommended approval. 
Approval was granted on August 17,1989. 

Equicom, an Alternative Operator 
SeMce Company, filed an Application 
requesting a Certificate of Convenience 
and Necessity. The Application is pend- 
ingbefore the Commission. 

89-w6-u COMMUNI- 
1 

Snider Communications Corpora- 
tion, d/b/a Snider Telecom, filed an 
Application requesting a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity. In addition, 
they filed a proposed tariff offering cel- 
lular telephone service on a short-term 
rental basis. The Application is currently 
under consideration. 

89-145-U- 
LDNSA, an Alternative Operator 

Services Company (AOS), applied for a 
Certificate of Convenience and Nece- 
ssity. The Company subsequently 
withdrew the request when US Sprint 
purML4D/usA. 

C.I.S. of Pine Bl~~ff,  a provider of 
cellular mobile service, filed an 
Application requesting authority to 
issue a corporate guaranty. The 
Commission granted the financing re- 
quest on December 12,1989. 
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This Dockct concerns a request fbr 
approval to establish the Ravenden 
Springs Special Rate Area within the 
Lmboden Exchange Area. Since only 
one-party service is offered within a 
Special Rate Area, 49 four-party 
customers were required to upgrade to 
one-party seMce. The billing increase for 
this upgrade was $1.46 per month per 
customer line. The Application was 
approved on October 5,1989. 

Cleveland County Telephone 
Company (Cleveland County) requested 
that depreciation rates reflecting its 
investment in newly acquired plant and 
equipment be established for certain 
accounts. There were no depreciation 
rates prescrii for these accounts. The 
Company also requested a change in the 
depreciation rate for its Digital Elec- 
tronic Switching investment. 

The Staff evaluated Cleveland 
County's Application and filed testi- 
mony. As a result of discuss'ons between 
Cleveland County and Sa an agree- 
ment was reached on the appropriate 
depreciation rates for the accounts and a 
Stipulation was filed in the Docket. 
Order No. 4, issued December 22,1989, 
approved the Stipulation. 

GTE Mobilnet Sales Corporation 
applied for authority to resell cellular 
mobile radio telecommunications service 
in the Fayetteville, Arkansas, Cellular 
Geographic Service Area. The Certi- 
ficate of Convenience and Necessity was 
granted on an interim basis until the 
adoption of rules for competitive car- 
riers. 

GTE Mobilnet Sales Corporation 
applied for authority to resell cellular 
mobile radio telecommunications service 
in the Fort Smith, Arkansas Cellular 
Geographic Service Area. The Certi- 
ficate of Convenience and Necessity was 
granted on an interim basis until the 
adoption of rules for competitive car- 
riers. 

G"E Mobilnet Sales Corporation 
applied for authority to resell cellular 
mobile radio telecommunications service 
in the Pine Bluff, Arkansas, Cellular 
Geographic Service Area. The Certi- 
ficate of Convenience and Necessity was 
granted on an interim basis until the 
adoption of the rules for competi- 
tive carriers. 
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GIE Mobilnet Sales Corporation 
applied for authority to resell cellular 
mobile radio teleamnnunications service 
in the Texarkana, Arkansas, Cellular 
Geographic SeMceArea. TheCertifi- 
a t e  of convenience and Necessity was 
granted on an interim basis until the 
adoption of rules for mmpetitive car- 
riers. 

Southwest ern Bell Telephone 
Company and GT'E of the Southwest 
jointly requested Certificates of 
Convenience and Necessity to provide 
joint toll facilities. Tbe Application is 
pending before the Commission. 

Prairie Grove Telephone Company 
applied for approval of an Extraordinary 
Property Retirement. Prairie Grove is 
seelung to recover the costs associated 
with the early retirement of certain cen- 
tral office equipment 

its various classes of property. The re- 
quest is pending before the commis- 
sion. 

Mountain Home Telephone 
Company asked to revise its depreciation 
rates in accordance with proposed Rule 
9.15 of the Commission's W 
-. The Staff 
reviewed the Company's request and 
filed testimony recommending approval. 
The recommendation was contingent, 
however, upon the Commission's 
adoption of the proposed rule. The case 
is pending before the Commission. 

Redfield Telephone Company asked 
to revise its depreciation rates in accord- 
ance with proposed Rule 9.15 of the 
Commission's l3,uI.e~ of m. The Staff reviewed the 
company's request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the Commission's adoption of the 
proposed rule. This Docket is pending 
before the Commission. 

Contel of Arkansas applied for 
approval of new depredation rates for 
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century Wephone of Arkansas 
asked to revise its depreciation rata in 
accordiince with proposed Rule 9.15of 
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
Company‘s request and filed testi- 
mony recommending approval. The 
recommendation was contingent, 
however, upon the Commission’s 
adoption of the proposed rule. The case 
is pendmg before the commission. 

Union Telephone Company asked to 
revise its depreciation rates in accordance 
with proposed Rule 9.15 of the 
Commission’s Rules of Prac.,tice and m. The Staff reviewed the 
company’s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the Commission’s adoption of the 
proposed rule. The case is pending be- 
fore the Commission. 

South Arkansas Telephone Cixnpny 
asked to revise its depredation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15 of 
the commisson’s 
procedure. The Staff reviewed the 

company’s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the commisson’s adoption of the 
praposed d e .  The case ispendingbe- 
fore thecommission. 

Decatur Telephone Company asked 
to revise its depreciation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15of 
the Commission’s of Pmdcuud 
procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
Company’s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the Commission’s adoption of the 
proposed rule. Thecase is pendingbe- 
fore the Commission. 

Arkansas Telephone Company asked 
to revise its depreciation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15 of 
the Commission’s Rules of Rac tkad  
procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
company’s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the Commission’s adoption of the 
proposed rule. The case is pending before 
the Commission. 
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Yelcot Tklephone Company asked to 
revise its depreciation rates inaccor- 
dance with proposed Rule 9.15 of the 
Commission’s Rules of Pr- m. The Staff reviewed the 
Company‘s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the commission’s hp t ion  of the 
proposed rule. The case is pending before 
the Commission. 

Rice Belt Telephone Company asked 
to revise its depreciation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15 of 
the Commission’s of 
procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
Company‘s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the commission’s adoption of the 
proposed rule. The case is pendmgbefore 
thecommission. 

Central Arkansas Telephone 
Cooperative asked to revise its 
depreciation rates in accordance with 
proposed Rule 9.15 of the commission’s 

of -. Tbe 

Staf€reviwed the Company‘s request and 
filed testimony recommending approval. 
The recommendation was contingent, 
however, upon the Commission’s 
adoption of the proposed rule. The 
case is pending before the commission. 

85!2uJL- 

IX. 
Southwest Arkansas Telephone 

Cooperative asked to revise its 
depreciation rates in accordance with 
proposed Rule 9.15 of the Commission’s 

of -. The 
Staff reviewed the Company’s request 
and filed testimony recommending 
approval. The recommendation was 
contingent, however, upon the Com- 
mission’s adoption of the proposed rule. 
The case is pending before the 
Commission. 

NE COOPEMTIVF,. 

Yell County Telephone Company 
asked to revise its depreciation rates in 
aocordance with proposed Rules 9.15 of 
the Commission’s B&s of 
procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
company’s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the commission’s adoption of the 
proposed rule. The case is pendug before 
the Commission. 
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Tri-County Telephone Company 
asked to revise its depreciation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15 of 
the Commission’s 
procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
Company‘s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the commission’s adoption of the 
proposed rule. The case is pending before 
the Commission. 

Walnut Hill Telephone Company 
asked to revise its depreciation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15 of 
the Commission’s Rules of pradine;and 
procedure. Tbe Staff reviewed the 
Companfs request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the commission’s adoption of the 
proposed d e .  The case is pending kfore 
the Commission. 

Perm Telephone Company asked to 
revise its depreciation rates in accord- 
ance with proposed Rule 9.15 of the 
Commission’s Rules of Pr- 

procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
Comganys request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the Commission’s adoption of the 
proposedn.de. The case is pending 
before the Commission. 

Southwest e r n Be 11 Te 1 e p h on e 
Company applied for approval of new 
depreciation rates for its various classes of 
property. The request is pending before 
the Commission. 

Mountain View Telephone Company 
asked to revise its depreciation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15 of 
the Commission’s 
prooedure. The Staff reviewed the 
Company’s request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was contingent, however, 
upon the commission’s adoption of the 
proposed rule. The case ispendingbe- 
fore the Cornmission. 

E. Ritter Telephone Company asked 
to revise its depreciation rates in 
accordance with proposed Rule 9.15 of 
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the commission's 
procedure. The Staff reviewed the 
company's request and filed testimony 
recommending approval. The recom- 
mendation was amtingent, however, up- 
on the Commission's adoption of the 
proposed rule. The case is pending be- 
fore the Commission. 

Northern Arkansas Telephone 
Company asked to revise its depreciation 
rates in accofdance with proposed Rule 
9.15 of the Commission's h l g s  of praC;= 
-. The case is pending 
before the commission. 

Alltel Service Corporation asked 
approval to reformat and c~nsolidate the 
tariffs for ALLTEL, Allied Utilities 
Corporation and White River Telephone 
Company. Order No. 2, issued on 
November 9,1989, approved the request 

Tariffs were filed by Rice Belt 
Telephone asldng approval to introduce 
Custom Calling Services for their 

customers. The f i h g  was approved on 
January 1,1989. Order No. 2, filed on 
March1,1989, closed the Docket. 

GTE of the Southwest, Inc. 
(GI'ESW) filed a proposed tariff which 
provided an optional short haul toll plan 
between Cabot, Jacksonvile, Sherwood, 
and Little Rock. The tariff was approved 
on a trial basis and the Docket will remain 
open to collect data, evaluate revenue, 
and determine the economic feasibility 
of the plan. 

In this Docket, GI'E of the South- 
west, Inc. (GTESW) proposed the 
addition of new custom calling services 
under the Smart Call Service tariff. 
Services proposed were Call For- 
ward/Busy/No Answer, Cancel Call 
Wting, Last Number Redial and Saved 
Number Redial. The Commission ap- 
proved this fihg on January 25,1989. 

Southwest Ark ans as Tel e p h on e 
Company filed a tariff asking to offer 
tnmlung Eacilties to Emergency Sewice 
911 providers. Order No. 1, dated Jan- 
u a ~ y  24,1989, approved the W. Order 
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No. 2, dated May 15, 1989, closed the 
Docket 

This tariff revision was requested to 
allow GIE of the Southwest, Inc. 
(GESW) to extend residential addi- 
tional exchange access to familymem- 
bers in other buildings on a customer's 
premises. The tariff was approved by 
the Commission on February 15,1989. 

This tariff revision, filed by contel 
of Arkansas, changed the service and 
equipment code designations on its 
SpecializedServices T a  The filing 
was approved by the Commission on Feb- 
ruary 15,1989. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company filed arevised map expanding 
the Base Rate Area to their Marion 
exchange. The Applicationwas approved 
February 17,1989. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company filed a revised map expanding 

the Base Rate Area to their West Mem- 
phis exchange. The Application was 
approved February 17,1989. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company filed a revised excess 
construction ast tariff. The revision was 
made to clarify the method used for 
measuring a proposed line extension 
route. The Application was approved 
February 24, 1989. 

The filing in this Docket revised GTE 
of the Southwest, Inc.'s E911 tariff for 
Jacksonville and Pulaski County. The 
Commission approved the filing on 
April 10,1989. 

Cleveland County Telephone Com- 
pany requested approval to upgrade all 
facilities to one party service. The 
Commission approved the request on 
April 10,1989. 

Decatur Telephone Company 
requested approval to upgrade all 

82 



Section 8. Rlecommunications Industry 

facilities to one party service. The 
commission approved the filing on April 
14 1989. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company filed a revised map expanding 
the Base Rate Area to their Sylvan 
Hills/Shenvood exchange. The Appli- 
cation was approved MarchS, 1989. 

In this filing, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company asked to introduce 
call control options (call blockmg,pri- 
ority call, call return, call cue and call 
trace) and selective call forward. The 
Commission approved the request on 
April 24, 1989. 

Southwest ern Be 11 Te 1 e p h o n e 
Company fled a revised map expanding 
the Base Rate Area to their Conway 
and Mayflower exchanges. The 
Application was approved and the 
Docket was dosed. 

89-M&TF COM INTERNA- 
ZmNAL 

This Docket was established to 
address the unauthorized selling of 
intrastate long distance seMce by Tel- 
corn International. The Commission 
ordered Telcom Intemational to cease 
operating in Arkansas, and to refund all 
intrastate monies collected, with interest, 
to those customers. 

This Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company tariff revision sought to 
eliminate the differential between 
residential mdti-line/PBX trunk rates 
and single line rates. The request was 
approved by the Commission on 
March28, 1989. 

This tariff was filed to oomply with a 
decision by U.S. District Judge Harold 
Greene. Judge Greene held that the 
current practice of routing all 
operator-assisted calls from Bell 
Operating Company pay phones is 
inconsistent with the equal access 
requirements of the Modified Final 
Judgement. The tariff was approved by 
the Commission on March 31, 1989. 
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Each of the above f h g s  contained 
amendments to Link Up Arkansas tar- 
fi The filinPs all requested removal of 
two non-income eligibility requirements 
inaccordance with the FCC Order in 
CC Docket No. 88-341. All of the tariffs 
wereapproved by the commission. 

E. Ritter Telephone Company 
proposed to offer Emergency Number 
E911 service to its customers in  
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MississippiCounty. Tbecommissionap- 
proved the proposalonApril20,1989. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company requested to expand the Base 
Rate Areas for their Conway and 
Mayflower exchanges. The Application 
was approvedon April24,1989. 

This Docket was established by GT'E 
of the Southwest, Inc. to request ap- 
proval for a new service offering. The 
new offering allows subscribing cust- 
omers to receive multiple copies of bills. 
The Commission approved the tariff on 
May 34,1989. 

American Rlephone and Telegraph 
(M&T) r e q u d  approval to change 
rates and introduce volume discounts for 
M&T Megacorn Wts, AT&T Megacorn 
800, and AT&T 800 Readyline. The tariff 
was approved on August 10,1989. 

GTE of the Southwest, Inc. 
requested approval to add a new service 
offering called Indivictuline. The service 
allm a subsuiiing customer to request a 
specific telephone number. The 
commission approved the filing on May 
24,1989. 

In connection with an upgrade 
program, Perm Telephone Company 
filed revised exchange boundary tariff 
maps. The boundaries of their Bigelow 
and Maumelle exchanges were rearranged 
to form an additional "Wye" exchange. 
The Application was approved June 9, 
1989. 

I i % l Q a E w  

Sou t 6we s t er  n Be 11 Tel ep h o n e 
Company requested approval to offer 
Residence Signature Listings in the 
Directoxy htings Service. This service 
gives residential customers a choice of 
bold or script print in the telephone 
directory. The tariff wasapprovedon 
June 15,1989. 
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S out h w es t ern Be 11 Te 1 e p h on e 
Company filed revised Base Rate Area 
maps. ’Ihe Base Rate Area is expanded 
on the new maps to their Beebe ex- 
change. The Application was approved 
June E, 1989. 

In this Docket, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company proposed to in- 
crease the Returned Check Charge from 
$6.00 to $10.00. The tarif€ amendment 
was approved June 13,1989. 

This tariff introduced special 
promotions for Custom Chllmg Features, 
Touch Tone Service, and Directory 
Listings. The tariff also provided that 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 
will file a letter of intent descriiing each 
promotional offering. The letter will 
include the starting date, en- date, 
and the location of the offering. This tar- 
ifE was approved on June 30,1989. 

tariff that would lower the rates for its 

SeMce. Micro Link II is a computer 
hookup feature whi& would allow two or 
more subscn’bers within the Little Rock 
area to link their computers directly to one 
another, with rates based on actual usage 
time. This revision was approved by the 
Commission on August 15,1989. 

Micro Link 11 - packet Switcblng Digital 

Contel of Arkansas requested 
approval of a revised tariff which allows 
Contel to offer the ancillary feature of 
Cancel Call Waiting, along with Call 
Wting. This feature permits a customer 
who has call Wting to cancel the ser- 
vice temporarily during any call in which 
he does not want to be interrupted, or 
when he is using equipment which would 
be damaged by the Call Waiting tone. 
This tariff revision was approved on 
August 2,1989. 

This tariff f3.q reflected revisions to 
Perm Telephone Company’s Universal 
Emergency Number SeMce (9 11) tariff. 
Staff Testimony was filed on August 7, 
1989, addressing the proposed revisions. 
Order No. 1, issued on August 8, 1989 
approved the revised tariff. 

Southwest ern Bell Telephone 
Company requested approval of a revised 
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In this Docket, American Wephone 
&'lklegraphwithdrewTdegraph Senice, 
Metallic Series 100 and 200 service, 
becaw of obsolescence. Order No. 1, 
filed September 5, 1989, approved the 
filmp. 

The Application in this Docket add- 
ed language to the tarifF to include a 
3May notification to the Arkansas Pub- 
lic SeMce commission of promotional 
offerings. Order No. 1, filed September 
1,1989, approved the filing. 

This proposal from Southwestern 
Bell Telephone Company introduced 
Consolidated Billing, a service which 
summarizes the charges for all accounts 
into a single amount due. The senrice is 
available only to business customers who 
maintain their accounts within a single 
regional accounting office. The filing was 
approved by the Commission on 
September 11,1989. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company (SWB) introduced Customer 
Billing Reports inthisDocket,providmga 
detail of long distance usage as billed by 
SWB. There are four (4) different reports 
available. Each summarizes toll usage 
into distinct categories that can aid 
businesscustomers inmonitoring their toll 
expenses. The service is only available to 
business customers. The proposal was 
approved by the Commission on 
September 11,1989. 

Sou t hw e stern Be 11 Te 1 e p h on e 
Company fled this revised tariff to offer 
Information Service Call Restrictions. 
The restrictions allow customers to restrict 
calls originating from their exchange 
access line to 700 and 900 information 
services. This tariff was approved by the 
Commission on February 23,1990. 

American Telephone & Telegraph 
proposed to offer MultiQuest (a new 900 
type seMce). ?be tariff was approved on 
March 14, 1990, to become effective on 
April 1,1990. 
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An experimental offering for 
residential access lines was made into a 
permanent tariff offering with the 
approval of this filing. It was originally 
introduced in March '89 to eliminate the 
differential between residential 
multi-lindPBXtnrnk rates andsmgle 
line rates. It was approved by the 
Commission on September 22,1989. 

In this revised tariff, Contel of 
Arkansas expanded the Clarksville Base 
Rate Area to provide one-party service 
without a mileage charge. It is the 
Commission's intent to encourage and 
support the progressive improvement 
and upgrading of telephone service to 
suburban arm. Expanding Base Rate 
Areas as populated communities grow is 
in line with this intent Thus, the revised 
tariff was approved on September 27, 
1989. 

This proposed tariff revision 
expanded the Hot Springs Base Rate 
Area, reducing mileage charges for 
one-party service. This revision was 
approved by the Commission on 
September 25, 1989. 

GI'E of the Southwest, Inc. revised its 
tariffs by removing aid-toconstruction 
charges for augmenting its facilities. The 
proposed tariff was approved by the 
Commission in Order No. 1 on October 6, 
1989. 

In this Docket, Alltel Arkansas 
proposed to expand the Base Rate Area of 
Mulberry, reducing the mileage charges 
for one-party service. The town of Dyer 
was included within the expanded area. 
The proposal was approved by the 
Commission on October 3,1989. 

In this tariff revision, Contel of 
Arkansas proposed to add the 
Greenwood and Hackett exchanges to a 
group of exchanges in which usage pricing 
sewice is available on an optional basis. 
This proposal was approved by the 
Commission on October 3,1989. 

Perm Telephone Company applied 
for approval to upgrade its facilities to one 
party service for all customers. The 
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request was approvexi by the commission 
in Order No. 1 on October 26,1989. 

In this Docket, GIE of the Southwest, 
Inc. proposed to expand the Cabot Base 
Rate Area to: (1) include all of the &bot 
city Wts; (2) eliminate mileage charges 
for one-party customers inside the 
proposedJ3ase Rate A r q  and, (3) reduce 
excess mileage charges for one-party 
customers outside the proposed Base Rate 
Area The proposed tariffwas approved by 
the Commission on October 4,1989. -- 

continental Telephone Company of 
Arkansas, Inc. requested approval to 
change its Dame to Contel of Arkansas, 
Inc. The change was approved on 
October 30,1989. 

With this filing, GIE of the Southwest, 
Inc. outlined the proposed central office 
conversion schedule for the remainder of 
1989. The central offices listed were to be 
converted to a digital switch. The proposal 
was approved on October 10,1989. 

American Telephone & Telegraph 
(AT&T) proposed to modify its Message 
Telecommunications Sexvice and Wide 
Area Telecommunications Service Tariffs 
by:(l) decreasing the customer monthly 
subscription charge for AT&T PRO 
WpirS Arkansas and increasing the usage 
disoount from 10 percent to 15 percent; 
(2) establishing time-of-day rate 
schedules for the different classes of 
Message Telecommunications Service; 
and, (3) adding additional language to 
both tariffs modifying and clarijlng the 
regulations regarding the recording of 
two-way telephone conversations. The 
modifications were approved by the 
Commission on November 2,1989. 

In this Docket, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company (SWB) asked to 
pass through the Memphis, Tennesee, 
EAS charge increase from South Central 
Bell Wephone Company for SWB West 
Memphis, AR customers. The fihg was 
approved by Order No. 1 on November 6, 
1989. 

In this Docket, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company expanded its 
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Magnolia rate base area by actending the 
boundary at two points. The tarif€ was 
approved on November I, 1989. 

GIE of the Southwest, Inc. filed a 
proposed tariff agreeing to not@ the 
Commission thvty (30) days in advance of 
any promotional offerings. The notice will 
be accomplished by filing a letter of in- 
tent in Docket No. 86-033-4 describing 
the offering. The tariff was approved by 
the Commission on November 15,1989. 

Century Te 1 e p h one Enterprises 
(Century) is the parent company of 
Mountain Home alephone Co, I i i r t y  
Telephone & Communications, Inc., 
Union Telephone Co., Redfield Tele- 
phone Co., and Liberty Telephone Co. In 
these five tari&r, Century agreed to notify 
the Commission thirty (30) days in 
advance of any promtional offerings. 
The notification will be zuxxlmpliShed by 
sling a letter of intent in Docket No. 
86-033-A, describing the offering. The five 
tarif% were approved on November 13, 
1989. 

After Commission approval on 
November 28, 1989, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company (SWB) discon- 
tinued its Bellboy Personal Signaling 
Service. The assets were disposed of by 
SWB upon approval of the tariff. 

In oompliance with an earlier FCC 
Order, GTE of the Southwest, Inc. 
(GIESW) applied for approval to detariff 
the following charges: the wiring charge; 
station handling charge; jack charge; 
prewiring charge; repair premise visit 
charge; repair premise wiring charge; 
and concealed Wiring charge. The filing 
was approved on November 22,1989. 

Liberty Telephone Company and 
Liirty Telephone & Communications 
requested approval of a tariff revision 
which reflected the Commission- 
approved merger of the two companies. 
As a result of the merger, Liberty 
Telephone was authorized as the Surviving 
company. With this filing, the name 
I i i r t y  Telephone Company was changed 
to Century Telephone of Arkansas, Inc. 
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ThechangewasapprclvedonNovember9, 
1989. 

In this Docket, GIE of the southwest, 
Inc. (GIESW) proposed text changes to 
remove references to rural Zoning and 
multiparty seMce greater than four-party 
since these services are no longer 
applicable in Arkansas. The tariff 
revisions were approved by the 
Commission on November 20,1989. 

In compliance with Little Rock 
Ordinance No. 15706, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company (SWB) filed a 
revised tariff which provided for the 
collection of a franchise tax assessed on toll 
sexvices at a rate of $.MI4 per minute. The 
tax applies to toll calls charged to a sewice 
address within the mrporate limits of the 
City of Little Rock. The tariff was 
approved by the Commission on 
December 4,1989. 

This DocketwasestabWtoupdate 
GIE of the S~uthwest, he's (GlESW) 
DeWitt Base Rate Area Map to a scale of 
1" = 2000'. The filing was approved by 
Order No. 1 on November 17,1989. 

This Docket was established to update 
GIE of the Southwest, Inc.'s Gillette Base 
Rate Area Map to a scale of 1" - 2ooo'. The 
filinp was approved by Order No. 1 on 
Noyember 17,1989. 

Southwestern Bell Te 1 eph one 
Company proposed to revise the Rogers 
Base Rate Area boundary by expanding it 
at two points. The proposal was approved 
on December 13,1989. 

With this filing =of the South- 
west, Inc. (GESW) agreed to give notice 
to the Commission at least thirty (30) 
days in advance of any promotional 
offerings. Notice will be accomplished by 
filing a letter of intent indicating the 
terms and date of the proposed offering 
in Docket No. 8fj-033-A. This proposal 
was approved on November 17,1989. 

Commission approval on Decem- 
ber 22, 1989, authorized American 
Telephone & Telegraph (AT&T) to 
begin offering special rate incentives 
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during promotional periods. M&T 
agreed to notify the commission of all 
promotional offerings at least thirty (30) 
days in advance by filing a letter of intent 
indicating the proposed service to be 
offered, the location, and the date. 
Because this is the first time that special 
rate incentives have been approved for an 
interexchange carrier, the Staff of the 
Commission reserved the right to 
disapprove any promotional offerings 
that are dscnmma tory or otheIwise do 
not serve the public's best interests. 

. . .  

In this Docket, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company proposed an 
expansion of the Springdale rate area 
boundary by revising it at two points. The 
expansion was approved on December l2, 
1989. 

In this Docket, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company proposed an 
expansion of the Springdale Lowell 
locality rateareaboundary byrevisingit 
at one point. The expansion was ap 
proved on December 12,1989. 

In this Docket, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company proposed an 
expansion of the Springdale Tontitown 
locality rate area boundary by revising it 
at one point. The expansion was approved 
on December 12,1989. 

In this Docket, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company proposed to revise 
the Bryant-Collegeville Zone Area 
Boundary at one common point. The 
revision was approved on December 29, 
1989. 

Southwest ern Bell Telephone 
Company (SWB) introduced several new 
coin enclosures and removed manufac- 
turer discontinued enclosures that had no 
remaining customers in this tariff revision. 
The revisionwas approved by Order No. 1 
on December 14,1989. 

89-232-TF G I E O F I m S O m  
JYlsuxS 

In compliance with Order No. 3 of 
Docket No. 86-083-TF, GTE of the 
Southwest, Inc. (GIESW) proposed to 
remove the charge for excess mileage 
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associatedwithForeignExchangeservice. 
GTESW had previously removed its 
Foreign Exchange rates from its General 
Exchange'lhriffandhadbeguncharging 
for those lines out of its Arkansas 
Facilities for State Access WE. The 
proposed tariff more dearly indicated the 
correct rates and tariff for Foreign 
Exchange Service. The tariff was 
approved on December 12,1989. 

With this filtne. Contel of Arkansas 
proposed to offer the calling feature of 
Distinctive m g .  Distinctive Ringing 
enables customers to have multiple 
telephone numbers associated with a 
single access line. A distinctive ringing 
pattern is provided for each of the 
additional ringing numbers to identdy 
incoming calls The feature was approved 
by the Commission on J a n q  3,1990. 

In response to a Commission Order in 
a previous M e t ,  Midnut Hill alephone 

to replace the t a r B  approved at that time. 
The new tarif5 were fully indexed and 
obsolete material was removed. The 
applicable rates, charges, and regulations 
were presented in a more organized 
manner. 

The revisions had no revenue impact 

company p w n l t  Hill) filed new tari&s 

on either Wnut  Hill or its customers, 
since the sole purpose of the filing was to 
better organize the currently approved 
tarif&. The filing was approved by the 
Commission on January 5,1990. 

Southwest ern Be 11 Te 1 e p h o n e 
Company applied for approval to offer 
EAS to Memphis, Tennessee, for its 
Marion, Arkansas, exchange customers. 
Customers in Marion will be able to call 
Memphis without incurring long distance 
charges. The tariff was approved by Or- 
der No. 1 on January 1% 1990. 

In this Docket, Alltel Service 
Corporation (AUtel) proposed to convert 
the central offices of the Greenbrier, 
Mulberry, DeQueen, Sheridan, Crossett 
and Harrison exchanges to exchange-wide 
one-party seMe beginning in 1990. The 
tariff was approved by the Commission 
on Janua~y 18,1990. 

With this filin& GIE of the South- 
west, Inc. proposed to expand the 
Jacksonville Base Rate Area and 
eliminate excess mileage charges for 
those customers. The tariff was approved 

93 



Section 8. Rlecommunications Industry 

by Order No. 1 on January 18, 1990. 

S out hw es t e rn Be 11 Te le p h on e 
Company intmhced two new seMces, 
Personalized Rmg and Corncall, in this 
proposed tariff. Personalized Rmg allows 
a customer to establish up to three 
telephone numbers on the same access 
line and distinguish calls by a distinctive 
ring. Corncall allows a customer to initiate 
ringing on the originating line and permit 
conversation between extensions on that 
line. Both of these seMces were approved 
on January 8,1990. 

With this filing, American Telephone 
& Telegraph (N‘8zT) proposed to amend 
their current tariffs to comply with Little 
Rock Ordinance No. 15706. The 
Ordinance applied a municipal tax on a 
per-minute-of-use basis for toll for 
customers located within the coprate 
limits of the municipality. Ihe tarifffiling 
wasapprovedbytheCommissioninOrder 
No. 1 on January 26,1990. 

CDOCKETS 

The Complainants alleged they were 
wrongfully denied telephone service. 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 
(SWB) alleged that the Complainants 
owed outstandmg delinquent accounts for 
past service, which the Complainants 
disputed. In light of the Complainant’s 
medical condition, SWB agreed to 
provide temporary telephone service 
pending final resolution of the Com- 

The Staff investigated the Complaint 
and filed testimony on SWB’s compliance 
with Commission Rules and approved 
tariffs. At the hearing, SWB indicated that 
the major portion of the contested charges 
were no longer in dispute. Order NOS, 
issued August 16, 1989, directed the 
Complainants to pay the remaining 
disputed accou~lts within 45 days from the 
date of the Order. 

plaint. 

The COmplainant alleged a wrongful 
termination of service, and disputed 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company’s 
(SWB) action of transferring the balance 
owed from one of the Complainant’s 
accounts to another. Staff investigated the 
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Complaint and filed testimony 
concerning SWB's compliance with 
Commission- The 
Complainant failed to appear for the 
hearing. Order No. 4, issued February 2, 
1989, dkmised the Complaint. 

This Complaint was filed by David S. 
Long against Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company (SWB). The issue 
was the transfer of an unpaid balance from 
one account to another. SWB and the 
Complainant reached an agreement and a 
Joint Motion to Dismiss was filed on 
May 1, 1989. Order No. 5, dated May 3, 
1989, dismissed this Complaint and 
closed the Docket. 

The Complainantw five Wttslines 
installed at his place of business by South- 
western Bell Blephone Company. The 
lines were installed to solicit home con- 
struction bushes during a movie spon- 
sored by the complainant, The Com- 
plainant contended that the Rtts lines 
were inoperative during the movie. Order 
No. 2, issued September 26, 1989, dis- 
missed the complaint ciue to the Corn- 
plainant'sfailure to ooxrrplywith the Com- 
mission's k. 

The complainants stated they had 
experienced unauthorized long distance 

had not been notified these calls were 
being made and charged to their private 
home telephone, and did not feel 
responsible for these bills. Yelcot 
Telephone Company filed a Motion to 
Dismiss the Complaint stating the 
Complainants did not appear for 
depositions by the Company and the 
Company believed that the Complainants 
had moved. Several attempts were made 
by the Secretary of the Commission to 
notify the Complainants of the hearing 
and otherwise contact the Complainants, 
but correspondence was returned 
unclaimed. Order No. 4, issued 
September 25, 1989, dismissed the 
Complaint. 

and directory assistance third-party calls, 

The Complainant stated that Contel 
of Arkansas (Contel) had billed her for 
third-party calls which she did not 
authorize and which were not made from 
her telephone. The COIIIplainant did not 
make payment for these third-party calls 
and the Company suspended seMce for 
non-payment. The Complainant 
requested that Contel be ordered to 
remove the disputed charges from her bill 
and reinstate her service. 
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The Staffix~~estigated the complaint 
and filed testimony. The Staff’s 
recommendation was that the calls be 
removed and that antel of Arkansas, 
Inc. be ordered to dewelop spacific poli- 
cies and procedures for rebilling denied 
calls. An agreement was reached among 
the parties and filed in the Docket- Con- 
tel revised its policies and procedures in 
accordance with the Staff’s recom- 
mendation. The parties jointly filed a 
Motion to dismiss the complaint. Order 
No. 5, issued December 15,1989, granted 
the Motion. 

&l.kkG- 
L 
COMPANY 

The Complainant’s residence is 
located in the Mo~mtain View Telephone 
Company senicearea, althoughAUte1 has 
been providing seMce to the Complain- 
ant for fourteen years. Mountain View 
Telephone Company informed the 
Complainant that there had been an error 
and that the Alltel facilities would have to 
be removed. The C0mp-t asked to 
continue to receive telephone service 
from Alltell Arkansas, Inc.’s Marshall 
exchange area. 

The Commission Staff, the 
Companies and the Complainant reached 
an agreement that was later accepted by 
the Commission. Order No. 1, issued 
June 28,1989, dkmksed the Complaint. 

The Complainant alleged that the 
reconnection fee charged by 
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company 
(SWB) following a suspension of his 
seMce was improper. The Complainant 
and SWB later resolved the dispute. 
Order No. 3, issued December 6, 1989, 
dismissed the Complaint. 

The Complainant alleged she was 
billed for numerous calls which were not 
made from her telephone. The 
Complainant and Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company later resolved the 
dispute. Order No. 4, issued November 
21, 1989, dismissedthe Complaint. 

The Complainant claimed South- 
western Bell Telephone Company (SWB) 
refused to list bis name, address and 
telephone number properly in the white 
pages of the telepbne directory. The 
Complainant and SWB later resolved the 
dispute. Order No. 2, issued November 
15,1989, dismissed the Complaint. 
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ADOCKETS 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company requested to release a portion 
of its Van Buren exchange to contel of 
Arkansas. Seventeen residents and 
property owners in that area opposed the 
request and were granted intervenor 
status. Staff filed testimony covering 
each Company's allocated area and 
addressing aid-to-construction issues. 
Order No. 5, issued January 17, 1989, 
denied the Application. 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
companYs (SWB) request to change 
the Fayetteville exchange area boun- 
dary was granted on October 14,1988. 
Order No. 1 authorized the change and 
amended the Certificates of Public 
comrenience and Necessity for SWB and 
Prairie Grove Xlephone Company to 
reflect the new service area boundaries. 

Arkansas Blephone Company asked 
to have certain unserved territory 
reallocated from Contel of Arkansas. 
Contel agreed to release the territory. 
The Comgany also requested a waiver of 

commisdon Rules to recover the excess 
construction costs to sewe the new area. 
On April 6, 1989, Staff filed testimony 
recommending approval of the re- 
allocation of territory and the proposed 
rates. Order No. 1, issued Apnl10,1989, 
approved the Company's request. 

GTE of the Southwest, Inc. 
(GIESW) filed an Application request- 
ing approval to redefine their Cabot 
exchange area The proposed change 
included a d portion of Southwestern 
Bell Telephone Company's (SWB) 
Lonoke exchange area, which SWB 
agreed to release. Staff fled testimony 
recommending that the Application be 
approved and that revisions be made to 
both Certificates of Convenience and 
Necessity. Order No. 1, issued May 1, 
1989, approved the request. 

89-157-8 - 
Sou t hw e stern Be 11 Te 1 e p h o n e 

Company's (SWB) request to revise its 
Bentonville exchange to include a por- 
tion of Contel's allocated territory was 
approved in Order No. 1, issued Sep 
tember 29, 1989. SWB and Contel 
Telephone Company were directed to 
file revised tariffs and appropriate maps 
and legal descriptions depicting the 
changes as approved. 
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lEl25A- - 
Southwestern Bell Telephone 

Company's (SWB) request to release a 
portion of its Sylvan Hills-Shewood 
exchange to GIE of the Southwest, Inc. 
(CrTESW) was granted in Order No. 1, 
issued November 30, 1989. SWB and 
GTESW were directed to file revised 
tariffs and appropriate maps and legal 
descriptions depicting the changes as 
approved. 

R DOQCETS 

The Staff of the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission and several local 
exchange carriers filed a Joint Petition 
requesting that the Commission revise its 
Rules of Ractice and Procedure. The 
revisions affect telephone utilities with 
fewer than 25,000access lines and provide 
an optional streamlined procedure for 
revising depreciation rates in a general 
rate case or depreciation rate proceeding. 
The proposed rule also provides for a 
triennial determination of proper 
depreciation rates for this group of 
utilities. The Staff filed testimony in 
support of the Joint Petition. The Docket 
is pending beforetheCommission. 
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A. Hishlignts of 1989 

Water issues highlighting 1989 I included the & e a  of two laws - one 
enacted in1988 and one enacted in 1989. 
Both laws deal directly with the 
Commission’s jurisdiction over water 
UtilitieS. 

In 1988, the 76th General Assembly 
passed Act 21 of the Fourth Extraordi- 
nary Session. That Act redefined the 
Commission’s jurisdiction over Class C 
water and sewer companies. Under the 
Act, a majority of the customers of a 
non-regulated water utility could petition 
to come under Commission purview if 
certain cumulative revenue requirements 
were met. One such petition was Bed. 
The Staff investigated the petition dunng 
1989 and provided findings and 

recommendations to the Commission. 
In 1989, the 77th General Assembly 

passedAct952. ThatActalsoprovidedfor 
a petition process, but without the 
cumulative revenue requirements of Act 
21. As part of the 1989 Act, the 
Commission was charged with the 
responsibility of adopting regulations to 
govern the petition process. Staff 
researched the requirements of the Act 
and Commission regulations, and is 
currently preparing proposed rules. 

Finally, because of a Complaint 
originating in 1988, the Staff continued to 
monitor the water guality of the largest 
water company under its jurisdiction. 
Quarterly updates were provided to the 
Commission. 

B. Water Customers and Sales Revenues by Class 

The following graphs show: (1) the 
percentage of residentialwater customen 
in relation to the percentage of 
non-residential water customers; and, (2) 
the  corresponding percentage of 
residential water sales revenues to 

non-residential water sales revenues. As 
can be seen in comparing the two graphs, 
while residential customers accouIlt for 
over 99% of all customers, sales to those 
customers only represent 93% of all sales 
revenues. 
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NUMBER OF WATER CUSTOMERS 

ALL OTHER lg 

RESlDENTlAL 22,592 (99.3%) 

WATER SALES REVENUE 
BY CLASS FOR 1988 

w OTHER 
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C. Statistid Summaries for Water 
wmmMpANIEs-ARKANsAsom 

P L A N T ~ , O P E l W I ' K N G R E v E N u E s  
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

COMPANY 
PLANT 
INVESTMENT 

OPERATING RAnO(%) 
REVENUES GROSSREV 

GENEULWATIXWORKSOF 
PINE B m ,  INC. 

QUAPAW WAI'ER COMPANY 

SHUMAKER PUB. SERv.-WmER 

TOTALS 

$16,174,307 
6 6 2 L W  

649_323 

$23,450,289 

$4,464,546 27.60% 
643,006 9.7 1 70 
3 3 L f a -  

$5,438,627 23.19% 
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WATER COMPANIES - ARKANSAS ONLY 
CUsIy)MERs,REVENUES;oTHERsTATlsllcs 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1988 

NO. OF 
CUsrOMERS 

AVERAGE 
REVENUE PER 

REVENUES CUSTOMER 

GENERAL WATERWORKS CORPORATION OF PINE BLUFF 

METERED GENERAL 
FLATRATEGENERAL 
OTHER 

TOTALS 

19,414 
0 

120 

19334 

QUAPAW WATER COMPANY 

METEREDGENERAL 
FLATRATE GENERAL 
OTHER 

mTm 

2,658 
0 
9 

3667 

$4,347,696 
$0 

$116,850 

$4,464546 

$494,620 
$0 

$ 148,386 

$643,006 

SHUMAKER PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATION 

-GENERAL 
FLATRATEGENERAL 
OTHER 

TOTALS 

TOTALS 

520 
0 
29 

549 

22,750 

$212549 
$0 

$118,526 

$331,075 

$5,438,627 

$224 
$0 

$974 

$186 
$0 

$16,487 

$241 

$409 
$0 

$4,087 

$603 

$239 



Section 9. Water Industry Summary 
D. Water Docket Activity Summary 

DOCKETSB~RETHE 
COMMISSION 

UDOCKETS 

On December 30, 1988, certain 
metered customers of Riviera Utilities of 
Arkansas @&era) asked the Commis- 
sion to assert jurisdiction over that utility. 
The request was made under Act 21 of 
1988. Staff determined that Riviera met 
the criteria set forth in Act 21 and filed 
testimony on Fkbruary 16,1989. 

A hearing was scheduled and held on 
November 16,1989. By Order No. 6, the 
Administrative Law Judge scheduled a 
hearing for February 20, 1990, at which 
time the metered customers may present 
additional evidence. 

Shumaker Public SeMce Corpora- 
tion requested a Statement of Exemption 
regarchgatranderofowncrshipbetween 
affiliates Staff filed testimony on June 1, 
1989. Order No. 2, dated June 28,1989, 
granted Shumaker its requested 
Statement of Exemption. 

87-13&c vs. GEN- 

BLlJFF 
T, W q T E B W O m  OF PTm 

This Docket was established to 
address customer amplaints concerning 
discolored water. As a result of the 
complaints, General Waterworks of Pine 
Bluff (General Waterworks) was ordered 
to correct its water coloration problems. 
General Wateworks was aIso ordered to 
report the nature and outcome of the 
procedures established to correct the 
problems. The Docket remains open to 
monitor the results of the corrective 
measures. 

The Complainant contended that 
General Waterworks of Pine Bluff 
(General Waterworks) wrongfully 
terminated her service. General 
Wtemrks later filed a Notice to take 
Deposition in this Docket. The 
Complainant objected to General 
Wtemrk's motion and filed a motion 
which not only waived her right to an 
evidentiary hearing but also requested 
that the Commission make a decision 
basedupon the evidence in the record 

The Administrative Law Judge 
warned that refusal to submit to 
Respondent's request for pre-hearing 
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discovery and failure to pursue the matter 
to an evidentiary hearing would be treat- 
ed as a failure to prosecute the Com- 

plaint Order No. 5, issued May 23,1989, 
later dimbed the Complaint for lack of 
evidence and M u r e  to prosecute. 
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Generic Docket Activity Before the Commission 
A. GENERICELECllUCDOCKETS 

RDOCKETS 

I3MxIci-R 

The Staff filed a Petition for 
Rulemaking which established this 
Docket. The Petition proposed that the 
Commission’s of 
-be revised to allow distriiution 
electric cooperatives to ad@ their rates 
through an abbreviated rate proceedmg. 
Order No. 3, issued October 12, 1989, 
denied the Staff’s Petition. The 
Commission stated that the enactment of 
Act No. 821 of 1987 provided a means for 
distribution electric cooperatives to adjust 
rates without the time and monetary 
implications of a general rate change 
filing. 

B. GENERICGAS DOCKETS 
UDOCKElS 

On Mar& 28,1989, Staff filed the 
Motion to Obtain Information on 
Bike-Or-Riy Charges which establkhed 
this Docket Staff stated that the FERC 
had approved recovery of TOP buyout 
and buydown costs by certain intestate 
natural gas pipelines. The approved 

recovery allows pipelines to pass through 
TOP costs in their sales commodity rates, 
fixed charges, commodity rate surcharges 
or volumetric surcharges, clepem3n.g on 

In its Motion, Staff requested 
information from natural gas and electric 
utilities under its jurisdiction concerning 
any TOP charges billed to those utilities. 
On April 11, 1989, the Commission 
ordered the natural gas and electric 
utilities to file information concerning any 
Take-Or-Pay costs billed to them by 
interstate natural gas pipeline 
companies. 

The TOP information requested from 
Arkansas utilities has now been filed. 
However, this Docket remains open 
pending the possible passthrough of 
additional Take-Or-Pay costs resulting 
from FERC’s Order No. 5WH. The 
Order extended the deadline for pipe- 
lines to file passthrough plans to 
December 31,1990. 

compliancewithcertainFERcdes. 

R DOCKETS 

On August 7,1989, the Commission . .  
amended the & k a n w S a ~ B @ , ~  
Sa&&& in order to conform to 
changes in the Federal Code. 
conforming amendments are required by 
Ark. Code Ann. Section 23-15-205(d) 
(1987). The amendments addressed the 
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new safety standards adopted by the 
Department of?i.ansportation. 

UDCKKETS 

This Docket was established as a 
generic proceeding for the regulation of 
cellular mobile service. In addition, AUtel 
cellular's Certificate of convenience and 
Necessity application and tadilk were filed 
in this Docket. This year Alltel Cellular 
filed a revised tarif€ which included the 
Pine Bluff area in the toll-free calling 
scope for cellular users. The Staff is 
reviewing the potential impact of such a 
service upon the  local exchange 
companies' toll revenue flow. 

This Docket was established and 
remains open to address inlmstate acas 
charge issues. Those issues are related to 
non-traffic sensitive revenue require- 
ments, the carrier common line pool, and 
the universal senrice fhd. 

This Docket was established and 

remains open to address the elements of 
intrasrate aocess charges that are to be 
maintainedatparitywithinte~~tateaccess 
charges. AU local excbange telephone 
companies are required to file their 
intrastate accesstariffk inthis Docket. 

The development of intraLATA 
access charges for Arkansas is the issue in 
this Docket. On October 3, 1989, the 
Commission ordered local exchange 
carriers to stop honoring customer 
requests for certain access services. 
"hose services were being used in lieu of 
traditional toll services. In August of 
1989, the parties reached a wncensus on 
the appropriate method of determining 
intrastate access charges. 

RDOCKETS 

Ibis Docket was opened in 1986 to 
propose significant changes in the 
minimum filing requirements for utilities. 
Comments and testimony were filed and 
ahearingheld Onhgust 10,1989, an 
Adrmrnstrative Law Judge adopted the 
proposed minimum filing requirements, 
designated as Appendix II of Section 9, 
applicable solely to telephone companies. 
Also adopted were Staff's proposed 

. .  
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amendments to Rule 9.02(k) of the 
Commission’s Rules of bdaand 

as set forth in Staff Com- 
ments - Third Amended Version of 
MFR’s - Appendix I1 - Telephone 
Coxxpanies. On August 17,1989, an errata 
order was entered to include the changes 
to Rules 9.03, 9.04 and 9.09, which were 
included in Staff Comments. On August 
11, 1989, an Administrative Law Judge 
re-opened the comment period on the 
proposed minirmlm tsling requirements 
for electric, gas and water utilities. Those 
comments were received, and a hearing 
set for October 5,1989. 

87-048-R GENERIC (IO- 
TIVE TELECOMMUNICQION - 

In 1987, this Docket was opened to 
address proposed rules for competitive 
telecommunications carriers. Comments 
and testimony were filed. 

Staff later filed proposed revisions to 
the rules in response to comments 
previously filed by the hdustry. A hear- 
ing was held on October 24, 1989. 
Additional information was requested 
which was later tiled by StafE The Docket 
remainsopenpendmgafinaldecision. 

q u e s t  for the commission to open a 
rule-making Docket to implement Act 
370 of 1989. On August 24,1989, the 
Staff of the Public Service Commission 
and Arkansas One-Call System, Inc., 
jointly filed proposed rules for the 
One- Center. Order No. 5, issued 
November 27, 1989, adopted the 
p r o m  rules in their entirety. 

Staff and the Arkansas Telephone 
Association petitioned the Commission to 
revise Section 9 of the Commission’s 
Rules of Practice and Procedure. 
Included in the petition was an Appendix 
for local exchange companies having 
25,000 or fewer access lines. The 
proposed appendix reduced the 
regulatory burden for those companies. 

A hearing was held on September 26, 
1989, during which all parties supported 
the proposed changes. Order No. 4, 
dated October 23, 1989, granted the 
petition 

D. GENlERlCDOCKETS- ALL 
UTIllTIES 

On May 8,1989, Arkansas 0ne-Cd.l 
System, Inc., filed an application for a 
form of organization for the Arkansas 
One-Call Center. Also included was a 

In accordance with Ark Code Ann. 
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Section 234206, thecommisSonhdds 
a hearing each year to determine the 
appropriate interest rate to be paid by 
utilities on customer deposits. 

The Staff filed testimony recom- 
mending75%peranrnlmfor 1990. Order 
No. 3, issued December 7,1989, adopted 
the S W s  recommendation. 
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A. Electric Industry Summary 

Past stagnation regarding electric 
industry competition was shaken 

during 1989. Tbe change came about 
because of legislative proposals and 
Federal Eneqy Regulatory Commission 
activities and makes way for future 
dynamics in the electric industry. Also 
during 1989, Arkansas ratepayers saw 
relief from the threat of paying for Grand 
Gulf II costs through the efforts of the 
APSC in a FERC settlement. In addition, 
environmental concerns and the cost of 
s o h q  those concerns were at the top of 
the 1989 agenda for both the APSC and 
the electric utilities. 

With regard to competition, several 
amendments to the Public Utility Hold- 
ing Company Act were proposed which 
would decrease or eliminate the 
regulation of electric generating entities. 
Additionally, in the fall of 1989, the 
FERC released its Transmission Task 
Force Report on the viability of creating 
and developing the regulatory framework 
for the non -discriminatory wheeling of 
electric power. Such activities are the 
harbingers of competition in the electric 
industry. 

Of immediate interest to Arkansas 
ratepayers was the FERC settlement in 
which Enteqg (formerly Middle South 
Utilities) agreed to absorb the cost of the 
abandoned Grand Gulf Unit IL The 

settlement also provided for the 
resolution of other Dockets, resulting in 
a refund to Arkansas ratepqers. 

As the Bush administration f d  
on envitonmentalissues, the topics of acid 
rain and clean coal technology caught the 
interest of the APSC. Specifically, 
legislation was introduced in Congress 
which requires the installation of 
scrubbers to reduce emission levels of 
sulfur dioxide in coal-fired plants. The 
APSC was active in trying to persuade 
Congress, through the Arkansas 
delegation and the National Association 
of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, 
that the clean-up should not be punitive to 
environmentally clean states such as 
Arkansas. 

Finally, 1989 was fraught with 
numerous precedent-setting cases 
concerning open-access transmission. 
The APSC appropriately intervened in 
these cases, with the objective of 
protecting Arkansas interests. 

In summary, activity on the federal 
level during 1989 centered around 
increased competition in the electric 
industry and environmental issues. Such 
issues, in addition to Dockets specific to 
Arkansas utilities, resulted in increased 
activity for the APSC on the federal 
leveL 
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DOCKET A C I " Y  BEFORE 
FEDERAL REGULATORY 

AGENCIES 
Cases Becore the Federal Eaergy 

Regulatory commission 

-ELECTRIC- 

At issue in this consolidated Docket 
was the correct application of amunting 
for intercompany tax allocations among 
subsidiaries of Entergy, Inc. The Arkansas 
Public Service COmmission intervened 
and presented a Staffwitness on this issue. 

Following approximately four weeks of 
hearings, the submission of post-hearing 
brief& and two days of oral argument, 
Entergy submitted an offer of settlement 
which all parties to the Docket either 
supported or declined to oppose. The 
settlement not only resolves the 
accounting issues, but also predudes both 
a construction pdence  inveStigation of 
Grand Gulf1 and any reawery of Grand 

On June 28, 1989, the presiding 
-live Law Judge cert&d the 
uncontested settlement to the 
Commission, which had to decide whether 
the settlement would result in just and 
reasonable raw 

On July 18,1989, the FERC approved 

GUlfIIexpensesbyEntergy. 

. .  

the settlement agreement, resolving all 
contestedissues. Arkamasratepayenwill 
receive approximately $18,000,000 in 
refunds, as well as a prospective rate 
reduction with a present value of over 
s36,oO0,o0O. 

Public SeMce Company of Indiana 
(PSI) fled a proposal with the FERC to 
sell 450 megawatts of excess capacity at 
market-based rates. The proposal also 
included offering voluntary open access 
transmission on its system to any party 
except retail customers. The Arkansas 
Public Service Commission intervened to 
monitor the plan as a potential alternative 
treatment of excess electric capacity. The 
FERC conditioned its approval on PSI'S 
willingness to provide open-access 
transmission service for anyone requesting 
it. 

The APSC intervened in this Docket 
in which System Energy Resources, Inc. 
(SERI) requested an increase in 
decommissioning costs associated with 
Grand Gulf Unit I. Billmg format changes 
for Grand Gulf I charges are also under 
consideration. The APSC will file 
testimony and participate in the hearing. 
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Aeenw Activity 

1. AND SOUTH WE= 
sEmasmc 

TheAPSCintemenedinthisDocketin 
which central and South West Services, 
Inc. (CSW) filed fixed charge rates. CSW 
is Southwestern Electric Power 
Company’s (SWEPCO) parent cam- 
Pay- 

The rates will afFect the transrmssl on 
and capacity costs borne by CSW’s 
operating companies, including 
SWEPCO, which is under the APSC’s 
m c t i o n .  In addition, the FERC had 
ordered CSW in a prior M e t  to specify 
a planning reserve level in the Operating 
Agreement among its four wholly owned 
subsidiaries to be maintained by the 
operating company. 

. .  

As part of the least-cost planning 
process mandated by state law for electric 
utilities,thePublic Sexvice Commission 
of Wisconsin issued an Order 

electrictrarrmclissionfacilities. TheOrder 

and Cost Sharing Principles” which 
provide guidelines for trarmnisSion sys- 
tem use and cost-sharing arrangements. 

Four Wisconsin utilities filed a 

whicb af€m the planning and sharing of 

included twenty?i.ansntssl . a n ~ U s e  

Complaint at the FERC seeking a 
declaration that the PSCW Order 
impermissiily intrudes on the FERC’s 
authority to establish the terms and 
conditions of power transmitted in 
interstate commerce. The utilities 
involved are Northern States Power 
Company, Wisconsin Electric Power 
Company, Wisconsin Power & Light 
Company, and Wisconsin Public Service 

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission intervened and filed 
comments in support of a National 
Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners (NARUC) request. 
NARUC asked that the Complaint be 
dismissed without prejudice, that the 
proceeding be held in abeyance pending a 
decision by the Wisconsin appellate 
COLU&, or that an extended procedural 
schedule be established which would al- 
low more detailed examination of the 
federal-state issues raised in the Docket. 

Corporation. 

This Docket involves a Power 
Coordination, Interchange and 
Transmission Service Agreement 
between Entergy Power, Inc. (Entergy 
Power) and Arkansas Power & Light 
Compaq (AP&L). The Agreement was 
filed by Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for AP&L and Enter= Power. The 
APSC has intervened. 
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Agency Activity 

B. Gas Industry Summary 
In 1989, the Federal Energy 

Regulatory commisson (FER0 a d ,  to 
some extent, the United States Congress 
and federal courts, continued to 
implement the regulatory policies, 
legislation, and rulings which have in 
recent years shaped the natural gas 
industry. Competition and deregulation 
continue to be two of the most dynamic 
forces. 

Some of the most significant ~ t i o n a l  
regulatory, legislative, and judicial events 
of 1989 in the ~tura l  gas area were: 

* On May 30, 1989, FEBC issued a 
policy statement on rate design for 
interstate natural gas pipeline 
companies. The statement was 
issued to provide guidance on 
implementing FERC's rate objec- 
tive and policies under its open access 
transportation program. 

* On May 30, 1989, FERC issued a 
Notice of Proposed Policy Statement 
to implement interim gas inventory 
charges for interstate ~ t u r a l  gas 
pipelines. The purpose is the 
proposal of methods to recover the 
costs of standing ready to supply gas 
for their customers. 

* On July 26, 1989, President Bush 
signed the Natural Gas Wellhead 
Deconttol Act of 1989. That Act will 
remove price controls on all natural 
gasby January 41993. 
On December 13, 1989, FERC is- 
sued Order No. 5WH That Order 
contained a final rule for its open 
awes  transportation program for 
interstate natural gas pipelines. The 
Order also extended until December 
3 1,1990, the deadline for pipelines to 
direct bill Take-Or-Pay costs. 

* The United States Cow of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit 
upheld a FERC Order which had 
allowed an interstate natural gas 
pipeline company to transport gas 
for a large industrial customer. It 
was a major ruhg on the issues of 
bypass and federal-state jurisdiction 
in that it allowed the bypass of the 
local distriiution company. 

The APSC voiced its opinion by 
intewening and participating in cases and 
by filing comments in rulemaking 
pr- Thisaetivityisdetailedinthe 
natural gas case narratives which follow. 
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DOCKEI'ACX'MTYBEF'ORE 
F'EDERALREGUIA7ORY 

AGENCIES 
CasesBeforetheFkded Energy 

Resulatory - ion 

-GAS- 

T NO. RP88 - -  45 OQQ 

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission (APSC) intervened in this 
Natural Gas Act (NGA) Section 4 rate 
filing. Arkansas Energy Resources 
(AER) filed a proposed settlement in this 
case which would reduce the proposed 
increase of $79.6 million by about $45 
million annually. 

On July 20, 1989, FERC issued an 
Order rejecting AER's settlement 
supplement, treating the case as a 
contested settlement. On Sptember 15, 
1989, FERC issued an Order setting a 
hearingwhich will consider the settlement 
witbregardtoFERC'spolicystatementon 
rate design. 

AER recently filed an offer of 
settlement on the issue of annual 
throughput volumes used to design the 
settlement rates. This issue and AER's 
overall settlement is st i l l  pending at 
FERC 

The APSC intenend in this Natural 
Gas Act Section 4 rate filing by Natural 
Gas pipeline of America (NGPL). In 
fled comments, the APSC did not oppose 
an offer of settlement proposed by NGPL 
The settlement would result in refunds 
and rates lower than those filed by NGPL 
On September 15,1989, the FERC issued 
an Order approving NGPLs settlement. 

C D O B E T  NO. 88-413-000 
S GAS TR- 

CORPORPillON 
Texas Gas Transmission Corporation 

(Texas Gas) petitioned for a certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity under Section 
7(c) of the Natural Gas Act. Texas Gas 
plans to build a line to -cy Soybean 
Company of Arkansas and provide 
transportation service. 

The Commission moved to institute a 
joint board with the FERC to examine the 
question of bypass. In an Order issued on 
November 1, 1989, FERC authorized 
Texas Gas to provide transportation 
seMce for Quhq and denied the APSC's 
request for a joint board. 

The APSC intervened in this Arkla 
Energy Resources (AER) filing which 
proposed an open season procedure to 
accommodate new requests for  
transportation service. The requests were 
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the result of a new AER transportation 
contract with the Coastal Pipeline 
corporatian. 

The Apsc intervened to monitor the 
impact of this filing on AER's Arkamas 
customers, including Arkansas Louisiana 
Gas Company (ALG). The FERC 
rejected AER's open season proposal as 
being mjutified and in violation of the 
FERC's policy in its Order Nos. 436 and 
500. 

C DO- NO. Bp89 - -  748 Qf)Q - 
On September 29, 1989, Mississippi 

River Transmission Corporation (MIU') 
filedan Application see- an annual 
rate increase of $235 million. The APSC 
intervened to evaluate the rate impact of 
this f i h g  on Arkamas' local distribution 
companies. The Apsc also intervened to 
gain insight into MRT's response to 
FERC's new rate design policy state- 
ment. This case is currently pending 
before FERC. 

NO. CP89-1121-000 

CORPORATION 
Mississippi River Transmission 

Corporation 0 applied for a blanket 
Certificate to provide open access 
transportatiOn. The APSC intervened to 
monitor the impact of this Application on 
Arkla Energy Resources (AER), 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company 
(ALG), and Associated Natural Gas 

On September 18, 1989, MHT was 
granted a blanket Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity to provide 
open access transportation. MRT 
accepted the Certificate on October 23, 
1989. On November 17, 1989, FERC 
granted rehearing of its !September 18, 
1989, Order. The rehearing hues are 
pending at FlERC. 

company. 

NO. cp89-2173-0OQ 
A F m G Y  RES01 JRCES 

PI RIVER TRANSME 
wa - 

Arkla Energy Resources (AER) and 
Mississippi River Transmission 
Corporation (MKI') requested approval 
to abandon, by sale to ANR Pipeline 
Company (ANR), property interests in 
existing facilities. In addition, AER will 
convey to ANR its interests in the new 
t r e o n  line, Line AC. 

The APSC intervened to evaluate and 
monitor the transfer and conveyance of 
AER and MKI' pipeline facilities. The 
case is pending at FERC. 

Arkla Energy Resources (AER) 
applied for a Certificate of Public 
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convenience and Necessity to mnstruct 
and operate Iine Ac a new 225 mile 
transmission he.  

Under agreements with AEJR, ANR 
Pipeline Company and Texas Gas 
aansmission Company will own rights. 
The proposed pipeline will permit 
delivery of 250,000 and 300,000 md 
respectively, to these companies, per day. 
The APSC intervened to evaluate and 
monitor the construction in which 
Arkansas ratepayers may potentially bear 
costs. The case is pending at FERC. 

This Certificate was requested by 
ANR Pipeline Company (ANR) to: (1) 
acquire pipeline facilities abandoned by 
Arkla Energy Resources and Mississippi 
River Transmission corporation in FERC 

own and operate ANR's portion of AER's 
pipeline construction project in FERC 
Docket No. cp89-2174-ooo. 

The Apsc intervened to review and 
evaluate this and other related Hmgs in 
Docket Nos. CP89-2173-000 and 
CP89-2174-0. The case is pending at 
FERC. 

Docket NO. CP89-2173-ooo; and, (2) to 

COMPANY 

Oklahoma-Arkansas Pipeline 

Company (OAPL) requested an 
Expedited Certificate of Public 
C0mrenieM.R and Necessity to construct 
and operate a new interstate natural gas 
pipeline. The proposed pipeline will 
extend from Oklahoma eastward 352 
miles across Arkansas. The pipeline will 
end at an interconnect with the pipeline 
facilities of ?iunkline Pipeline Company 
in Mississippi. 

The APSC intervened to monitor the 
impact on the Arkansas natural gas 
industry. The case is pending at FERC. 

The above filings concern the 
flowthrough of Tmke-Or-Pay (TOP) costs 
by various pipeline companies serving 
Arkansas local distribution companies. 
The APSC intervened to monitor the 
FERC approved methodology and to 
measure the dollar impact to Arkansas 
customers. With the issuance of Order 
No. 500-H, FERC extended until 
December 31,1990, the deadline to file 
TDPpthrollghplans 

The APSC also continues to monitor 
the above filings through its generic 
Docket No. 89-o6(FU. Lmal distribution 
companies are required in that Docket to 
file information concerning TOP costs 
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billed by interstate ~ t u r a l  gas pipeline 
companies. The above cases are pending 
at FERC or are on appeal. 

RC NO. BMs7-34-(1ML 
ExAL 

The issue in this Docket is the 
regulation of Natural Gas Pipelines after 
partial Wellhead DeamtroL The APSC 
prepared comments with regard to the 
FERC's Order No. 500, "Interim Rule and 
Statement of Policy", issued on August 7, 
1987. The Comments addressed the 
FERC's authority under Section 5 of the 
Natural Gas Act to review contracts with 
Take-Or-Pay provisions. 

s 
The APSC filed comments endorsing 

new rules proposed in this FERC Docket. 
The issue is the establishment of 
Deadlines for Producer Refunds. The 
proposed rules provide time limits by 
which first sellers of ~ t u r a l  gas must 
refund overmlledons or uzlziuthOrized 

collections of prices and file refund 
reports. 
FERC issued a final rule in Order No. 

515 for this Docket. On December 15, 
1989, FERC issued, on rehearing, Order 
No, 515-A which amends the original 
Order and FERC's regulations. 

NO. PJ 8 9 - 1 a  

The APSC filed comments onFERC's 
policy statement in this Docket. The 
statement proposes the implementation 
of interim gas inventory charges (GIG) 
for pipelines. The comments did not 
endorse any specific GIC proposal, but 
described some of the advantages and 
disadvantages of both FERC proposals. 
A Cautious case-by-case approach, rather 
than a generic industry-wide approach, 
was recommended "he comments did 
endorse the intent of the policy statement 
toaddress the We-Or-Pay problem in 
the gas industry but also requested that 
the FERC consider the impact of GIG 
on local distribution companies and their 
customers 
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C. Telecommunications Industry Summary 

Since the break up of AI'&T in 1984, 
the telecommunications industry has 
undergone inacdiile change. Funda- 
mental changes to the c o d a t i o n s  
industryconbed during 1989, which 
saw significant activity at the Federal 
Communications Commission, the 
Congress and the Arkansas Public SeMce 
Commission. The activity should result in 
a greater array of communications 
services provided at lower prices. 

Actions at the Federal Communi- 
cations Commission dunng 1989 resulted 
in changesaffecting new seMces, the 
local network, and the interstate toll 
network. The FCC will soon be engaged 
in unbundling the local network of the 
Bell Operating Companies (BOCs) 
through the introduction of open network 
architecture (ONA). In addition to ONA, 
the local network could be further 
unbundled because of action at the FCC 
by large access customers of the BOCs. 

State regulators' concerns over these 
activities are centered on cost shifts to 
intrastate ratepayers. State regulators also 
expect the local network to be afkted by 
the application of price cap regulation to 
local telephone companies. This 
non-traditional form of regulation is 
scheduled to go into effect for large local 
exchange telephone companies on 
J a n ~ m y  1,1991. 

During 1989, the FCC aIso adopted 
price cap regulation for AT&T. In 
addition, the FCC approved M'&T tariff 
offeringswhichwill allow that company to 

compete for the large business customer 
onamoreequalbasiswithother interstate 
sewice providers. As part of its decision 
to allow these service offerings, the FCC 
announced its intention to reevaluate the 
current definition of p;rBrT as a "dominant 
carrier". 

An almost entirely new group of 
Commissioners were appointed to the 
FCC during 1989. State regulators are 
hopeful that these new Commissioners 
will be more open to discussions on issues 
that affect both interstate and intrastate 
jurisdictions. In the past, the FCC has 
shown a marked indifference to the 
concerns, legitimate or otherwise, of state 
regulators. 

One of the last major issues addressed 
by the FCC during 1989 dealt with the 
cable television industry. In MM Docket 
89600, the FCC is evaluating the level of 
competition in the CAW industry and 
determining whether or not a need now 
exists for the industry to be regulated. The 
decision could affect cable subscribers 
nationwide. 

During the past year, Congress 
considered and addressed several 
telecommunication issues. First, the 
Congress is under increasing pressure to 
correct problems associated with cable 
service. The Congress also passed 
legislation pertaining to obscene 
mmmnication. This action was taken 
late in the year after the Supreme court 
struck down legislation passed in 1988. 

Congress concluded 1989 by 
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evaluating legislation affecting 
communication SCMCCS to the deaf and 

that these groups should be aEded the 
same telmmmunidom StNiCts that 
are available to others. Iqislation was 
passed by the House in the Wof 1989and 
is expected to bepassedby the Senate in 
early 1990. 

The Arkansas Public Service 

speech imporired The congress believes 

Conmissionwas involved m these issues 
as well as others that only dTect intrastate 
communications services. The 
Commission continued its d u a t i o n  of 
the AltcrnativeOperatorServiceindustry. 
In addition, they not only approved rules 
for the intrastate cellular mobile industry 
and other competitive sewice providers, 
but also reduced Gling requirements for 
small local exchange carriers. 
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M)cIcETACTMTY BEFORE 
FEDERAL, REGULATORY 

AGENCIES 
Cases Before the F d d  

communications Commission 

- TELECOMMUNICATIONS - 

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission filed comments in these 
ongoing Dockets. Issues include the 
interstate Universal Service Fund, 
non-traffic sensitive cost assignment, and 
subscriber line charges. In addition, the 
Dockets also contain other issues asso- 
ciated with the separations of expenses 
between state and federal jurisdictions. 

8 7 - a  

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission filed prepared and reply 
commentsinthisproceeding. A p r o p d  
recommendation to Congress is at issue. 

The reammendation concerns the 
removal of language in the Cable Com- 
munications Policy Act of 1984. That 
language prohibits telephone Oompanies 
from the cross-ownership of cable 
television Wtia in their semice ateas. 

m - u  
The Arkansas Public Service 

Commission filed prepared and reply 

comments in this Docket, whicb concern 
the evaluation and adoption of price cap 
regulation. The new form will replace 
traditional rate of return regulation for 
inkmate tel~mImlnications services. 

price cap regulation was adopted by 
the FCC for AT&T and implemented on 
J ~ d y  1,1989. Rice cap regulation for local 
exchange carriers is tentatively scheduled 
for implementation in January, 1991. 
Further comments are expected in March 
regarding details of implementation for 
local exchange carriers. 

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission has filed data in this ongoing 
Docket. The case remains open to 
monitor the impact FederaVState Joint 
Board decisions have on end users. The 
issues involved are increased rates, bypass 
of the public switched network, and the 
provision of affordable universal service. 

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission is a party to this Docket, 
which was established to review the plans 
oftheRegionalBellOperatingCompanies 
(RBOCs) for implementing Open Net- 
work Architecture (ONA). The 
implementation was ordered by the FCC 
in its computer Inquiry III Docket (CC 
Docket 85-229). ONA plans are to be 
used in lieu of structural separation 
requirements as a precondition for 
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permitting the RBOCs to enter the 
enhanctdsemamarkts. comments 011 October 11.1989. 

On December 22, 1988, the FCC 

Docket on August 10, 1989, and reply 

issued an Opinion and Order in which it 
essentially apprcned the RBOCS' ONA 
plans but required the companies to file 
certain amendments by May 19 for 
commisson review. The Staff has been 
instrumental in developing and working 
with a regional task force to provide 
guidance to Southwestern Bell Telephone 
Company in the drafting of their plan 
amendments as well as in drafting 
comments in this Docket. 

89-3611 

The FCC issued a Notice of Rqmsed 
Rulemaking in this Docket. The 
Rulemaking applies to an amendment of 
Fart 32 of the FCC Rules to implement 
the Statement of Financial Accounting 
Standards Number 96, Accounting for 
Income &es. The Commission filed 
comments to clarify certain issues 
included in the proposal. Those issues 
could enhance the APSC's ability to 
accurately identify excess deferred tax 
reserves, which, in turn, would be avail- - 

This Docket was initiated to review able for refund. 
the eligiility uiteriafor Iink-up America 
assistance applicants. Arkansas was one cc DocJ(ET 89-674 
of four states initially enlisted to 
administer and monitor the Link-up On December 21, 1989, the FCC 
program. Criteria for participation in issued a Notice of Roped Rule- 
the program were amended during (NPRM). Comments were solicited 
1989. regarding the appropriate rate of return 

for local exchange carriers in the provision 
of their interstate services. 89-79 

This Docket was established to - 
amend FCC rules to reflect the 
unbundling and tariffing of acces services On December 29, 1989, the FCC 
to implement Open Network issued a Notice of Inquiry asking for 
Architecture (ONA). The Staff has comments regarding the re-regulation of 
been active in developing and working the cable television industry. The 
witharegional task force to provide commission is reviewing the Notice and 
guidance to Southwestern Belllklephone anticipates filing comments. 

The task force fled comments in this 
company in this phase of unbmm 
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U I Y 

NARUC initiated this Docket by 
petitioning an open rulemaking 
proceeding. The petition requested an 
examination of the practices, policies, and 
appropriate regulatory treatment of 
alternative operator seMce providers. 
This Commission filed comments in 
support of the petition No action has yet 
been taken by the FCC 

This Petition asked that all local 
exchange carriers be required to furnish 
alternative operator sewice providers with 
billing information and credit card 
validation. The Commission filed 
comments urging restraint. The FCC has 
not yet acted on the petition 

No.AAD - -  9 1938 

The Commission filed comments with 
the Missouri Public Service Commission 
inthisprocdhg Theissueisarequest 
for a blanket waiver of the FCC’s 
separaticms rules by Blephone and Data 
Systems, a local exchaoge company that 
ape rate sin^. 

The Federal Communications 
Commission reviews the depreciation 
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rates of FCCabject &em on a trien- 
nial schedule. The review is handled 
throa a depreciation rate prescription 
Pr- 

In this process, commonly referred to 
as three-way meetings, depreciation 
rates are proposed by a company and are 
reviewed by state and federal regulatory 
bodies. The FCC-subject carriers under 
Arkansas jurisdiction are GTE Southwest 
(GTSW) and Southwestern Bel1 
Telephone Company (SWB). 

Changes in interstate depreciation 
rates ultimately flow through to rate- 
payers as changes in interstate telephone 
rates. The Staff’s participation in this 
process provides state ratepayers with a 
voice in the determination of interstate 
telephone rates. 

Staff took an active role in SWB’s 
1989 three-way depreciation process. The 
Staff anal@ the Company’s depreciation 
study, the comments of the other state 
Commissions, and the results of the FCC’s 
preliminary analysis. Staff then 
formulated its recommendations and 
presented these at the three-way 
depredationmteting held in June of 
1989. 

Tbe FCC‘s final order is scheduled to 
be released by January 31,1990. Should 
the FCC adopt the recommendation of 
its Depreciation Rate Branch, SWB’s 
annual composite interstate depreciation 
rate for Arkansas will drop from 82% to 
7.6%. GTE Southwest rates are 
scheduled for review in early 1990. 
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D. Securities andbchange Commission Summary 

-7-249 

governing the Public Utility Holding 
Company Act of 1935. The rule addresses 
nowutility diversification by "exempt" 
intrastate public utility holding 
mmpanies. &iteriaareals~cstab~ished 
by which states may create a safe harbor 
for intrastate holding companies wishing 
to divers@. 

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission fled comments respondmg 
to this SEC proposal. At issue is the 
addition of Rule 17 to SEC regulations 
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E. Summary of Federal Activity in 1989 

Research and Policy Staff involve- the Research and Policy Staff was 
ment in federal casts has inaeased by responding to new Congressional 
over 300% since 1W. The cases are legislation. From 1987 to 1989 there 
regulated at the federal level (Federal were more than 150 pieces of legislation 
Energy Regulatory Commission. Fed- sent to theResearchandPolicySection 
eral communications Commission) and forreview, evaluation and formulation 
have the potential for impacting of APSC position. Not only did the 
ratepayersinthe State of Arkansas. number increase by over 30% from 1987 

Table I displays the number of cases, to 1989 but the increased complexity was 
by industry group, in which the Research significant. Graph IU *lays the in- 

PSC INVOLVEMENT INFEDERAL CASES 
TABLE1 

TELE TOTAL 

16 

EIECI'FUC GAS 

1986 3 6 6 I 

1987 5 4 5 1 15 

1988 8 9 13 30 

24 2 50 1989 14 10 

crease in Research and Policy Section 
responses to new Congressional 
legislation 

The participation of the Commission 
in matters before federal regulators 
ensures that the interests of Arkansas 
ratepayers are protected. Such 
participation is important because a 
material portion of Arkamas ratepayers' 
utility bills is controlled by federal 
regulators. Graphs IV and V display the 
portion of a typical telephone bill which is 

andpolicy Staff was involved dunng 
1989. The significant increase from year 
to year is evident. In 1986 the group was 
bohed in 16 cases. In 1989, the number 
rose to50. 

Graph II displays the percentage of 
involvement by industry. Natural Gas 
issues comprised over 40% of the federal 
cases while Electric and Telecom- 
munication issues comprised 26% and 
27% respectively. 

Another important area of activity for 
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dependent on the actions of federal 
regulators. 

APSC FEDERAL CASE INVOLVEMENT 1986-89 
INVOLVEMENT BY INDUSTRY 

OTHER (3.6%) 

NATURAL GAS (43.2%) 

. .  

ELECOMMUNICATIONS (27.0%) 

Graph II 

APSC RESPONSES TO NEW LEGISLATION 
W 
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Graph III 
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Distribution of Costs as Reflected on an Average 
Residential Customer's lklephone Bill 

Graph IV 

Distribution of Costs as Reflected on An Average 
Business Customer's Telephone Bill 

Graph V 

125 



Section 12. Federal Dockets on Appeal 
Dockets On Appeal From Federal Regulatory Agencies 

People of the State of California, et al. 
and 
North American Telecommunications 
Association, et al. 
V. 
Federal Communications Commission 
and United States of America and hcific 
Bell, et al. 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
9th Circuit 

This consolidated case involves 
appeals of the following FCC decisions: 
Report and Order, 194 FCC 2d 958 
(1986) (J.A. 952); Memorandum 
Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, 
FCC 87-102 (released May 22,1987), 52 
Fed. Reg. 21954 (June 10, 1987), report- 
ed at 2 FCC Rcd 3035 (JA l.271); and 
Report and Order, FCC 8-103 (released 
May 22, 1987), 52 Fed. Reg. 20714 
(June 3,1987), reported at 2 FCC Rcd 
3072 (J.A. 1308), (referred to as the 
Computer Inquuy III decision). In the 
Computer 111 decision, the FCC 
abandoned the requirement that the Bell 
operating companies prwide enhanced 
services througb s t r u m  indepedent 
subsidiary companies In so ruling, the 
FCC specifically preempted any state 
law or regulation which would require 
the provision of enhanced services 
through structural separations. The FCC 
also preempted any state regulation over 
the terms, conditions and price of 

enbanced services. The California Public 
Service commisson and numerous other 
state regulatory oommissions, includmg 
the Arkansas Public Service commission, 
have appealed the FCC decisions. 

c 
United States of America 

Western Electric Company, hc., et al. 
United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia, Civil Action 
No. 82-0192 

V. 

This case involves the divestiture of 
American Telephone and Telegraph 
Company from the Bell operating 
companies. Numerous issues are 
involved regarding the Bell operating 
companies’ provision of enhanced 
senrices, information services, cellular 
mobile seMces, and toll services. The case 
also involves the prohiition on crossing 
localaccessandtransport areaboundaries 
as well as certain prohibitions on 
manufacturing and research and 
development for the Bell operating 
companies. Becaw these issues affect 
the state’s regulation of Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company, the Commission has 
filed briefh as Amicus Curiae. 
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National Association of Regulatory 
Utility Commissioners, etaL 

Federal communications commission 
United States Court of Appeals No. 
86-1678, and consolidated Cases 

The Commission has joined 
petitioners seeking rewiew of the FCC's 
assertion of preemptive jurisdiction to 
deregulate inside wire. The Commission 
asserts that the local telephone company 
should be regulated in providing and 
maintaining these facilities. On July 7, 
1989, the Court upheld, in part, the 
findings of the FCC, and remanded the 
FCC Order for reconsideraton. 

V. 

American Gas Association, et al. 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
United States court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia 

This appeal of the FERC's Order No. 
500 series argues that the FERC should 
use its authority under Section 5 of the 
NaturalGasActtomodij.gasproducers 
Take-Or-Pay contract rights against 
interstate ~tura l  gas pipeline companies. 
FERC policy permitted pipeline 
companies to recover Itrke-Or-Fay costs 
from pipeline sales customers, mcluding 
local distriiution companies. The APSC 

V. 

intervened on the Side of the petitioners. 
OnOctober16,1989,theappealscourt 

remanded FERC's Order No. 500 back to 
FERC to comply with the mandate in 
AGEv. FERC In response to the COW'S 
remand, FERC issued its final rule, Order 
No. SWH, on December 13,1989. 

National Steel Corporation, et al. 
V. 
Wm. E. Long 
United States court of Appeals for the 
Sixthcircuit 

The APSC filed a motion for leave to 
join in the filing of a brief Amicus Curiae 
together with the Wisconsin and Ohio 
commissions. The issue in this case was 
whether Panhandle Eastern Pipeline 
Company, which transports gas to 
National Steel Corporation, is engaged 
in the local dismiution of gas, and, thus, 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Michigan 
Public SeMceC~mmission. 

The Mchigan appeals court affirmed 
the Michigan Commission's Orders and 
state law. Both required an interstate 
pipeline to have a Certificate of 
Convenience and Necessity before 
bypassing a local dismiutioncompany 
for direct sale to Michigan industrial 
customers. However, the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of 
C o l b i a  upheld the FERC Order 
which approved the bypass. 
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A. Informal Customerhquiries and Complaints 
During 1989, 18,909 Arkansas 

customers contacted the comrmssl 'on's 
Consumer servicts Office regardingutil- 
ityissues. Of those l8,9O!l OontIICts, l,990 
were complaints. The other 16,919 
contacts fall into several general 
categories: 

* calls involving requests for 
information or referrals to other 
agencies orjurisdictions (12%); 

* calls referred to utility companies 
because the customer had not made 
a "good faith effort" to resolve the 
complaint before contactingthe PSC 
(37%); 

* calls from customers and utilities 
concerning potential, open, and 
closed complaints (13%); 

* administrative/other calls - which 
include staff interaction on 
complaints - (24%); axla 
lostcalls - whicharecallstermin- 
atedby thecalling party - (3%). 

Although complaints represent only 
11% of all  contacts through Consumer 
Services, they require a significant 
allocation of time and resources. 
Complaints involve numerous contacts 
with utility representatives and staff 
membm as well as extensive research to 
ensure compliance with commission 
rules and approved tariffs. Many 
complaints also require additional 
technical anatysis, field investigation, and 

writtenreparts. 
Staff members resolved many issues 

through individual complaints during 
1989 which ultimately affected large 
lnlmbers of Arkansas customers. Some 
examplesof those issues are: 

refusal to enter delayed payment 
agreements; 

* changes in billing cycles which 
resulted in overcharges; 
meter removals during complaint 
=; 

* estimated billing for more than two 
months; 
installation delays resulting from 
estimated service dates based on 
average time instead of customer 
facilities; 

* poorqualityservice; 
* alternative operator seMces; 
* deposits which did not meet Rules 

criteria; and 
incorrectly imposed late charges. 
Information regardmg the customer 

and the nature of the complaint is record- 
ed for ea& contact- In addition, major 
categories are usedto divide complaints 
by one of three subject areas: 1) bilhg; 
2) service; and 3) seMce requests. The 
chart which follows illustrates the 
distribution of the 1989 complah~ts by 
category and by industry group. 

128 



Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
ODerations 

W O R  CATEGORY COMPLAIN" SUMMARY BY INDUSTRY 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31,1989 

WRrrTENcoMPLAINTs 

TELEPHONE ELECTRIC GAS WATER T O W  

BILLING 
SERVICE 
SERVIcEFEQuESrs 

TOTALS 

63 
28 

59 
6 

11 
2 

2 
0 

135 
36 

51 7 4 1 63 

BILLTNG 
SERVICE 
sERvIcEREQuEsrs 

TOTALS 

142 72 17 3 234 

TELEPHONE ELECTRIC GAS WATER TOTAL 

388 623 210 15 1236 
161 50 23 0 234 

875 

Documentation of several new items 
began in 1987 for eacb complaint. From 
these fields of information, complaints 
are now anatyzed in a variety of new 
ways. 

Subcategories are used to iden@ 
complaint issues more specifically both 

812 283 20 1990 

for industry groups and for individual 
companies. The following charts and 
tables use those subcategories, as well as 
other fields, to provide information 
which should be useful both to regulated 
utilities and to their customers. 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Omrations 

Complaint Percentages By Industry for 1988 and 1989 

These two charts compare the 
percentage of complaints by industry fbr 
1988 and 1989. These percentages do 
not reflect a significant change in the 

mmplaints received in 1988 and 1989 by 
industry, with electric utilities having 
41%, telephone utilities 44%, gasutil- 
ities 14%, and water utilities 1%. 

COMPWNT PERCENTAGES BY INDUSTRY 

WATER Wdw 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES BY INDUSTRY 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Operations 

Complaint Totals By Industry: l988 vs. 1989 

Thechartbelawshowsaco+n 
of the total number of complahts 
receivedbytbccommisSionby hdustq 
for 1988 and 1989. Tbis compbtison 
reflects a decrease of 692 in the total 

number of complaizts received. The 
largest decrease was in the electric 
industry (342), followed by the gas 
industry (195), the telephone industry 
(142), and the water industry (13). 

COMPLAINT TOTALS BY INDUSTRY 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Operations 

AnalysisOfEachMajor Category By Industry 

The following charts compare the 
total complaints for each major category 
(billing, seMce and Service request) by 

number of complaints received in 1988 
and 1989 concerned billing, followed by 
semice request cornplaints and service 
complaints hdustq for 1988 and 1989. The largest 

2.00 
1.90 - 
1.80 - 
1.70 - 
1.60 - 
1.50 - 
1.40 - 
1.30 - 
1-20 - 
1.10 - 
1.00 - 
0.90 - 

TOTAL BILLING COMPLAINTS 

927 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
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0.70 - 
0.m - 
0.W - 
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1 .w 
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0.10 
aa, 

im 

0.70 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Ooerations 

~ 

Analysis Of Complaint Percentages For 
Each Major Category 

These charts shuw the percentage of 
total complaints for 1988 and 1989 by 
major category - billing, service, and 

sexvice request. The charts reflect a 
decrease in 1989 for billing complaints and 
seMce request complaint percentages. 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES FOR EACH CATEGORY 
1988 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES FOR EACH CATEGORY 
1989 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Operations 

1988 Complaint Subcategories 

TERM: 

SOFF 

DEP: 

w 

BC: 

SP: 

NSR: 

ESR: 

S E R V I C E H A S B E E N ~ ~ D  

S ~ ~ F F I S ~ N T  

DEPOSlT PROBLEMS AND DISPUTES 

COMPIANlSFtEGAFUIINGEXISlTNG~ 

BILLCAKULMTON PROBLEMS AND DISPUTES 

SERVICE PROBLEM 

NEW SERVICE REQUEST 

EXISTING SERVICE REQUEST 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Operations 

The following charts reflect the total 
number of complaints and the percentage 
of complaints by subcategory for each 
industry for 1989. The majority of the 

complaints for each industry involve 
termination, shut-off, billing, service 
problems, and new Service requests. 

ELECTRIC COMPLAINT SUBCATEGORY TOTALS 
FOR lDll0 

*oo 

350 

300 

250 

xx)  

150 

100 

50 

0 

ELECTRIC SUBCATEGORY PERCENTAGES 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 

350- 
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250- 

Operations 
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150 

100 

50 

0 

COMPLAlNT SUBCATEGORY 

GAS SUBCATEGORY PERCENTAGES 
ESR (l.$@ 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 

350- 

300- 

250- 

Operations 

TELEPHONE COMPLAINT SUBCATEGORY TOTALS 

150 

100 

50 

0 

COMPWM SUBCATEGORY 

TELEPHONE SUBCATEGORY PERCENTAGES 
FOR 1989 

SOIT (14.3%) 

DEP (2.7%) 

RAT (2.3%) 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Operations. 

The following four tables reflect the 
subcategory percentages for each util- 

ity, organized by industry. 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES BY SUBCATEGORY 
FOR EACH UTJLlTY 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1989 
ELECTRIC COMPANIES 

NAME OF COMPANY 

Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. 

Ashley - chic01 Electric coop. 
c & L Electric cooperative 
clmll Elearic coop. Corp. 

Empire District Electric co. 

ArLaMas Power & Light Co. 
Arkansas Vaky Electric Coop. 

Clay County EIectric Coop. Corp. 
C-d Electric Coop. Corp. 

Farmers Electric Coop. Corp. 
Fmt EIearic Coop. Corp 
hihissippi County Electric Coop., Inc. 
North Adamas Electric Coop., hc. 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. 
O~Chita  Electric coop. Corp. 
OUrLb Electric Coop. corp. 
Petit Jean Electric Coop. Gorp. 
Riceland Electric Coop., Inc. 
Rich Mountain Electric Coop., lnc. 
South Central Arkansas Electric Coop. 
Southwest Arlcanrar Flectric Coop. Corp. 
Southwestern Electric Powcr Co. 
woodruff EIectric coop. Corp. 

TOTAL 

TERM 

W O  

25% 
33% 
14% 
31% 
12% 
25 VO 
W O  

090 
1 w o  
13% 
50% 
W O  

29% 
25% 
11% 
0% 
090 
W O  
W O  
15% 
26% 
14% 

24% 

SOW DEP RAT BC SP NSR 

W O  

35% 
25% 
14% 
1970 
29% 
W O  

2090 
090 
090 

20%0 
WE0 
090 
42% 
25% 
11% 
20% 
W O  
W O  

25 70 
U% 
26% 
43% 

W O  W O  

3% 2% 
l5% W O  
W o  14% 
W O  W O  

W O  6% 
W O  W O  

W O  W O  
W O  W O  
090 W O  

11% W O  

W O  W O  
W O  W O  
3% 3% 
0% W O  
W O  6% 
0% 0% 
17% 17% 
W O  W O  

W O  090 
W O  W O  
11% W O  
0% W O  

090 
23% 
13% 
0% 
31% 
2L1 VO 
W O  
040  
W O  
W O  

33% 
W O  
33% 
16% 
W O  

40% 
33% 
1 W o  
25% 
46% 
21 % 
2990 

28% 

0% 
6% 
5% 

2990 
1990 
W O  
W O  
W O  

0% 
W O  

7% 
W O  
67% 
W O  
090 
11% 
0% 
33% 

OTO 

0% 
W O  

11% 
0% 

W O  

570 
1 W o  
2990 

W O  

24 970 
50% 
0% 
W O  

W O  

Is% 
W O  

W O  

6% 
0% 
28% 
40% 
0% 
0% 

SOLTO 

2370 
5% 
1470 

31% 4% 2% 23% 7% 8% 

ESR 

0% 
1 % 
0% 
0% 
0% 
6% 

25 70 

0% 

0% 
2% 
W O  

W O  

W O  

0% 
6% 
WC, 

070 
0% 
0% 
0% 
090 
W O  

170 

0% 
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Section 13 Commission Review of Utility 
Operations. 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES BY SUBCATEGORY FOR EACH UTILITY 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1989 

GASCOMPANIES 

NAME OF COMPANY TERM SOFF DEP RAT BC SP NSR ESR 

Arkansas Louisiina Gas Co. 2990 24% 3% 1% m o  wo 12% 170 

Artranrras Oklahoma Gas Corp. 31% 15% 8% Wo 23% 8% 8% 8% 

Arkansas Western Gas Co. 23% 26% m o  3% 11% 6% 11% 070 
(Includes Associated Natural Gas Co.) 

Louisiana - Nevllda Transit Co. 090 0% W O  0% W O  070 W O  0% 

Mansfield Gas, Inc. W O  W O  W O  W O  W O  070 0% W O  

Union Gas Company of Arkansas W o  1 W o  0% W O  W O  0% W O  0% 

TOTALS m o  24% 5 70 1% 19% 5% 12% 1 70 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES BY SUBCATEGORY 
FOR EACH UTILITY 

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1989 
WATER COMPANIES 

NAME OF COWANY TERM SOW DEP RAT Bc SP NSR ESR 

General Waterworks Corp. Pme Bluff -0 m o  5% O % m  os0 15% 0% 

Sbumaker Public SerVia Corp. [water] 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 096 [WO W O  
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Section 13 Commission Review of Utility 
Operation. 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES BY SUBCATEGORY FOR EACH UTILITY 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1989 

TELEPHONE COMF'ANIES 

NAMEOFCOMPANY TERM SOFT DEP RAT BC SP NSR ESR 

AUtel ArLancsr, Inc. 
Arkamas Telephone CO., Inc. 
Caddoan Telephone Co. 
Central Akpnras Telephone Coop., Inc. 
Cleveland County Telephone Co. 
Coatinental Telephone Co. of Arkansas 
Continental Telephone Co. of Missouri 
Lkcatur Telephone Co. 
E Ritter Telephone Co. 
GTE Southwcrt Inc. 
b c a  Telephone Co., Inc. 
Liberty Telephone Co. 
Madison County Tekphone Co., Inc. 
Magazine Telephone Co. 
Mountain Home Telephone Co., Inc. 
Mountain View Telephone Co. 
Northern Arkansas Telephone Co. 
P e m  Telephone Co. 
Prairie G m  Telephone Co. 
Redfield Telephone Co. 
Rice Belt Telephone Co., Inc. 
South A r k a m  Telephone Co., lac. 
Southwest Arkamas Telephone Co-op. 
Southwcstcrn Bell Telephone Co. 
Tri-County Telephone 
Union Telephone Co., Inc. 
Unit& Telephone Co. of Arkansas 
Walnut Hill Telephone Co. 
Yelmt Telephone Co., Lac. 
Yell County Telephoae Co. 
AU LD Carrien (ATBrT, MCI, Sprint, €3 

1970 
25% 

090 
W O  

13% 
7% 
090 
W O  

W O  

5% 
W O  
6% 
W O  

W O  

0% 
W O  

0% 
0% 
0% 

14% 
0% 
W O  

67% 
20% 
W O  
W O  
W O  

W O  
0% 
33% 

IC.) 1% 

4% 
25% 
W O  

W O  
25 70  

9% 
W O  
W O  
W O  

16% 
1 w o  
22% 
W O  

0% 
870 
m0 
070 
0% 
0% 

29% 
0% 
0% 
W G  

19% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

25% 
0% 
0% 

2% 
25% 
W O  
W O  

0% 
W O  
W O  

0% 
W O  
0% 
W O  
0 9 0  
W O  

0% 
W O  

24%G 

W O  

WO 

W U  

14% 
W O  
W O  

33% 
2% 
W O  
0% 
29% 
W O  
0% 

17% 
W O  

4% 
W O  

0% 
W O  
090 
4% 
W O  

0% 
W O  
8% 
W O  
W O  

W O  

0% 
8% 
0% 
W O  
W O  
0% 
070 
0% 
W O  
090 
3% 
W O  
0% 

W O  
W O  

W O  
2% 

1470 

17% 
25% 
W O  

5090 
38% 
18% 
W O  
W O  

W O  
3% 
W O  
1170 
W O  

33% 
W O  

1090 
13% 
5090 
43% 
W O  
W O  
W O  
15% 
43% 
W O  
0% 

5770 
25 % 
17% 
W O  

0% 

43% 
090 
W O  

W O  
13% 
40% 
0% 
0% 

50% 
48% 

090 
28% 
67% 
W O  

25 o/c 
m o  
68 9% 
75% 
0% 
W O  
0% 
0% 
W O  

12% 
14% 

100% 
57% 
14% 
25% 
33% 
4% 

11% 
090 
W O  

W O  

13% 
13% 
W O  

W O  
0% 

16% 
0% 

11% 
W O  

0% 
8% 

20% 
13% 
13% 
50% 
W O  
W G  

W O  

W O  

21% 
43% 
0% 
W O  

14% 
W O  
W O  

19% 

18% 
W O  

1m7c 
5070 
0% 

W O  

W U  

0% 

970 

3 70 
0% 

22 70 
33%' 

O%, 
17% 
20% 
1 O%, 

Oo/o 
0% 
W U  

0% 
W O  
0% 
8 T O  

0% 
070 
0% 

14% 
25% 
W O  

4 % 

TOTALS 13% 14% 3% 2% XE% 22% 16% 11% 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Owrations 

The following four tables show the 
complaint ratio per lo00 customers 
for each utility. At the end of each 
table is an average complaint ratio for 

the industry group. This analysis 
was performed based on the number 
of customers and complaints in 
Arkansas only. 

COMPLAINT RATIO FOR ELECRIC COMPANIES 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989 

NAME OF COMPANY 

COMPLAINTS 

COMPLAINTS CUSTOMERS CUSTOMERS 
ARKANSAS PEWlO00 

Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. 
Arkansas Power & Light Co. 
Arkansas Valley Electric Coop. 
Ashley - Chicot Electric Coop. 
C & L Electric Cooperative 
Carroll Electric Coop. Corp. 
Clay County Electric Coop. Corp. 
Craighead Electric Coop. Corp. 
Empire District Electric Co. 
Farmers Electric Coop. Corp. 
First Electric Coop. Corp. 
Mississippi County Electric Coop., Inc. 
North Arkansas Electric Coop., Inc. 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. 
Ouachita Electric Coop. Corp. 
Ozarks Electric Coop. Corp. 
Petit Jean Electric Coop. Corp. 
Riceland Electric Coop., Inc. 
Rich Mountain Electric Coop., Inc. 
South Central Arkansas Electric Coop. 
Southwest Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. 
Southwestern Electric Power Co. 
Woodruff Electric Coop. Corp. 

TOTALS 

0 
563 
40 
7 

16 
17 
4 
5 
0 
1 

46 
2 
3 

31 
4 

18 
5 
6 
1 
4 

13 
19 
7 

8 12 

17 
558301 
30295 
3767 

15691 
33742 
10089 
21415 
2938 
4988 

44346 
3396 

21994 
54318 
83 15 

24859 
13567 
3437 
5262 
7653 

19611 
79656 
16292 

983949 

0.00 
1.01 
1.32 
1.86 
1.02 
0.50 
0.40 
0.23 
0.00 
0.20 
1.04 
0.59 
0.14 
0.57 
0.48 
0.72 
0.37 
1.75 
0.19 
0.52 
0.66 
0.24 
0.43 

0.83 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
ODerations 

COMPLAINT RATIO FOR GAS COMPANIES 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1989 

COMPLAINTS 
ARKANSAS PEW1000 

NAME OF COMPANY COMPLAINTS CUSTOMERS CUSTOMERS 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co. 233 4024 10 0.58 
Arkansas Oklahoma Gas Corp. 14 38329 0.37 
Arkansas Western Gas Co. 35 98317 0.36 
(Includes Associated Natural Gas Co.) 
Louisiana - Nevada Transit Co. 0 1588 0.00 
Mansfield Gas, Inc. 0 684 0.00 
Union Gas Company of Arkansas 1 2101 0.48 

TOTALS 283 543429 0.52 

COMPLAINT RATIO FOR WATER COMPANIES 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1989 

COMPLAINTS 
ARKANSAS PEW1000 

NAME OF COMPANY COMPLAINTS CUSTOMERS CUSTOMERS 

General Waterworks Corp. Pine Bluff 20 19534 1.02 
Shumaker Public Service Corp. [water] 0 549 0.00 

TOTALS 20 20083 0.88 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Owrations 

COMPLAINT RATIO FOR TELEPHONE COMPANIES 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,1989 

NAME OF COMPANY 

COMPLAINTS 

COMPLAINTS CUSTOMERS CUSTOMERS 
[see note] 

ARKANSAS PEWlOOO 

Alltel Arkansas Inc. 
Arkansas Telephone Co., Inc. 
Caddoan Telephone Co. 
Central Arkansas Telephone Coop., Inc. 
Cleveland County Telephone Co. 
Continental Telephone Co. of Arkansas 
Continental Telephone Co. of Mssouri 
Decatur Telephone Co. 
E. Ritter Telephone Co. 
GTE Southwest, Inc. 

Perco Telephone Co. 

Yell Count$Tele hone Co. 
AU LD Carriers &T&T, MCI, Sprint, Etc.) 96 

83 
4 
1 
2 
8 

45 
0 
0 
2 

62 
1 

18 
3 
0 

12 
5 

31 
8 
2 
7 
0 
0 

I3 
449 

7 
2 
7 
7 
4 
6 

TOTALS 875 

7 1204 
562 1 
285 

2092 
2329 

74068 
948 
74 1 

386 1 
78752 

1149 
13240 
2601 
756 

14384 
4309 
4836 
3048 
63 15 
1311 
1032 
3262 
4044 

7323 19 
4707 
603 

15604 
43 16 
2481 
4062 
N/A 

1064280 

1.17 
0.71 
3.5 1 
0.96 
3.43 
0.61 
0.00 
0.00 
0.52 
0.79 
0.87 
1.36 
1.15 
0.00 
0.83 
1.16 
6.41 
2.62 
0.32 
5.34 
0.00 
0.00 
0.74 
0.61 
1.49 
3.32 
0.45 
1.62 
1.6 1 
1.48 
N/A 

0.82 

[NOTE-calculations are adjusted to complaints / 1000 customers] 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Owrations 

The charts below show the 
percentage of complaints by class of 
service (residential, business, and 
unclassified) for 1988 and 1W. The 

majofity of mqlaints received in both 
years involve residential customers, 
followed by business and unclassified 
customers. 

COMPWNT PERCENTAGES BY SERVICE CLASS 

COMPLAINT PERCENTAGES BY SERVICE CLASS 
1- 

BUSWESS (7.1%) 
UNQASslMD (12.4 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Operations 

B. Management Audit Review for PSC Rules Compliance 

The Management Audits Staff 
periodically reviews the number and 
character of consumer complaints the 
Commission receives to identify possible 
trends for a particular company or 
industry. Based on this review, the Staff 
performs focused inspections to ensure 
compliance with the Commission’s 

During 1989, the 
Management Audits Staff performed 
investigations of the rebilling practices of 
several telephone utilities in response to 
oonsumer mmplaints. Corrective action 
was taken in response to the StafF‘s find- 

ings and recommendations. The Staff 
also performed a focused management 
audit of the customer seNice fhction of 
a telephone utility as a result of complaints 
received by the commission. Significant 
improvements were made in the utility‘s 
operations as a result of the Staff’s 
investigation. The Management Audits 
Staff participated in fourteen dockets 
during 1989 which addressed compliance 
witb the Commission’s General Service 
Rules. and also participated in reviewing 
and proposing revisions to those Rules. 

C. Compliance Audits 

Compliance audits are performed to 
investigate utility costs subject to 
adjustment clauses. The purpose of these 
audits is to ensure that adjustment 
amounts and their recovery are in 
compliance with company tariffs as 
approved by the Commission. During 

1989, the Staff completed audits of the 
various adjustment clauses of thirteen 
utilities. Staff‘s investigations resulted in 
refunds to Arkansas customers of 
approximately $270,000. At year end 
1989, audits of four utilities were in the 
final stages of completion and audits of 
e a t  utilities were in progress. 

D. Quality of Service 
Inspections and Investigations 

Through periodic inspections of 
telecommunications, electric and water 
utility facilities andoperating proe- 
dures, the Staff ensures that ratepayers 
receive safe, adecpte, and mntinuous 
seMce as required by Commission 

Rules. Consumer complaints regarding 
savicz quality are also followed by Staff 
i w e s t i g a t i O n S  

The Quality of Service Staff 
performed the following inspections and 
investigations during 1989 
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Section 13. Commission Review of Utility 
Owrations 

Number of Periodic Inspedons 
Number of complaint Investigatom 

72 
55 

E. Gas Pipeline Safety Inspections and Investigations 
Numerous inspections of intra-state 

natural gas operators and master-metered 
gas system for safety, corrosion, and 
leakage control were performed by Staff 
to ensure compliance with the Arkansas 

b & a n d t h e & & l  

Number of Operator Inspe&ons 
Number of Master Meter System Inspections 
Number of Accident Investigations 

s - a .  Also investigated were 
nanrral gas related accidents to ensure 
operator compliance with Cornmission 
standards During 1989, the Gas Pipe- 
line Safety Staff performed the follow- 
ing inspections and investigations: 

60 
149 
1Q 

219 

At year end 1989, fifteen (15) inspections 
were pending 
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Section 14. Other Commission Activities 

SPECIAL PROJECR3 

This special project represents the 
preliminary work done on the 
investigation of A r b  Energy Resources 
rates that culminated in Docket No. 
89-089-U. The project was rolled into this 
Docket and the special project was closed 
in September 1989. 

This project began in response to 
language in Act 952 which requires the 
Arkansas Public SeMce Commission to 
adopt regulations governing the petition 
process. Under Act 952, water or sewer 
companies which are Class C or lower 
may petition the Commission to be 
included in the definition of "public util- 
ity". Staff is currently developing a peti- 
tion procedure in response to the Act's 
requirement. 

As the result of an Enew Alterna- 
tives Conference sponsored by the 
Department of Human services, a %k 
Force was established to develop 
utility-sponsored energy conservation 
programs. The Oflice of C o d 9  
Services, the Economic Opportunity 
Agency of Washington County, the 
Alliance to Save Energy, utilities, and the 
Staff of the commission participated in 
discussions to define the type of program 

needed in Arkansas. A draft of the 
Arkansas Residential Energy Field Test 
Project Description was completed and 
distriiuted among the participants for 
their review. 

O n  a continuing basis, the 
Commission monitors, reviews, and 
analyzes pieces of proposed federal 
legislation which have utility rate 
implications. The Commission performs 
this function either on its own initiative or 
at the request of the Director of 
Congresional Relations of the National 
Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners. 

With the assistance of the technical 
Staff of the Research and Policy 
Development Section, the Commission 
often prepares correspondence to the 
Congressional delegation addressing 
sigdicant issues. Proposed coal sluny 
pipeline legislation, the taxation of 
contributions in aid of construction, 
uranium enrichment services, excess 
deferred income tax, negotiated 
rulemaking, and protection from 
automated dialed advertising were issues 
addressedcfuringtheyear. 

T-COST PJ-ANNTNG WO& 
SHOP 

The Arkansas Public Service 
Commission will host the Southeast 
Regional Training Workshop on 
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Section 14. Other Commission Activities 

Least€ustPlanninginApril,1990. The 
Workshop, sponsored by the NARUC, 
will be held in Little Rock. Areas of 
interest will include the rationale for 
leastast planning, benefits and oosts of 

plannin& and the role of incentives in the 
proCesS. 

leastcost plannillg steps in least-cost 

L 
The Arkansas Public Service 

Commission continues to monitor and 
research the technical and financial 
aspects of proposed "Clean-Air" 
legislation and its potential effect on the 
state's econoq. Neither the White Bluff 
nor the Independence Steam Electric 
Stations have the benefit of advanced 
"scrubber" technology and could be 
subjected to costly compliance measures 
due to their S02andNOx emission 
levels. 

In the past, Arkansas relied upon 
advantageous low sulfur Wyoming coal 
contracts to meet the required emission 
standards. In the current session of 
Congress, 1990 developments related to 
S. 1630 and H.R 30 could be decisive 

reached in the cost-sharing argument 
during the final hours before passage of 
either bill will undoubtedly determine 
Arkansas' cost 

forArkamaS.'Ibe&greeofcompromise 

a mmkErms 
Althougb the implementation date of 

FASB 96, Aummthg for Income 'kes, 
has been delayed, the potential effect of 
this statement continues to be a concern 
in Arkansas. Our understandmg of the 
FASB 96 transition from the deferral 
method of accounting to the liability 
methodof accounting is that there will 
not be any refundable excess deferred 
taxes created. 

The excess deferred taxes segregated 
by a restatement of the depreciation 
method related deferred tax reserves are 
stil l  protected by Sec. 2(13(e) of the IRC 
and will only appear separately for 
financial reporting purposes. However, 
the potential of FASB 96 to enable the 
identification of previously unidentified 
excess deferred tax reserves which could 
be available for refund has not been 
overlooked. 

As yet, the issue has not been 
addressed by the electric industry. 
However, comments on the issue have 
been filed by the APSC in FCC Docket 
NO. CC 89-360. 

The APSC is evaluating the potential 
effects of other FASB statements related 
to pension accouIlting, the accoUnting for 
post-employment retirement benefits, 
and the accounting for excess capacity 
deferrals. These issues should be 
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addressed on a case by case basis as they 
develop. 

c 
The Arkansas Public Service 

Commission bas monitored and filed 
Comments on proposed amendments to 
the Public Utility Holding Company Act. 
One of the proposed amendments would 
promote competition by exempting 
independent power suppliers from 
PUHCA regulations. The APSC has 
espoused the position that state regula- 
tors must keep the power to review the 
prudence of power purchases as well as 
the right to make decisions regarding the 
appropriate amount and type of capacity 
needed 

Additionally, the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission continues to be 
interested in potential federal legislation 
which would amend the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act to allow a specified 
percentage of holding company assets to 
be invested in diversified ventures. 
Enhanced non-regulated eamings which 
accrue to the stockholders could have 
some residual benefit to ratepayers 
through reductions in a utility‘s cost of 
capital. However, our concern is that the 
lack of protection from the attached risks 
of diversification could outweigh the 
potential gains. 

AT, GOVERNORS’ 
ION D-ON D m  
L 

The National Governors’ Association 
proposes to develop a comprehensive, 
coherent, and productive national energy 
policy. The policy will recognize 
important relationships that exist 
between energy and the areas of national 
security, the environment, economic 
development, and other social issues. 

In addition, the policy will address the 
danger of excessive reliance on imported 
energy and the need to fully utilize this 
Nation’s domestic energy resources. The 
Governors have called for development of 
additional domestic energy supplies, 
energy conservation, and imported energy 
efficiency. 

The Commission has provided the 
Governor with information and an 
analysis of the impact of the proposed 
policies on Arkansas’ utilities and 
ratepayers. 

IVE FORMS OF 

The Staff evaluated a number of 
alternative regulatory forms which are in 
place or which have been adopted by other 
regulatory bodies. A report presenting 
the results of the evaluation was prepared 
and distriiuted 
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ThecongresSisevaluatingkgislation 
which would mandate nationwide 
telecommunications relay services for the 
hearing and speech impaired. Staff is 
monitoring the legislative activities to 
ensure that states rights are not preempted 
and that compatible interstate and 
intrastate standards are developed. 

A draft proposal from the Staff for 
introducing statewide optional circle 
calling was submitted to the local 
exchange carriers. The proposal will 
require local exchange companies to 
provide, at the customer’s option, 
discounted long distance service within 
the State. 

c) FF.D-L STATE JOINT 

An APSC Staff member began 
working with the 41qc) FedeMtate 
Joint Board S M  in 1989. The Joint 
Board was established to evaluate and 
recommend changes to FCC separation 
rules which affect the aUocation of 
companies costs between the interstate 
and intrastatejurisdictim. 

: 

Amember of theStaffworlcswith the 
41O(b) FedeNState Joint conference 
Staff. This Joint Conference has 
established numerous issues assoCiated 
with the introduction of theFCC’s 
policies for ONA. These issues include 
the impact of ONA on jurisdictional cost 
allocations, tariffing, and jurisdictional 
issues. 

The Staff was instrumental in 
organizing and developing t h e  
Southwestern Bell Regional Regulatory 
Group. The group was formed to discuss 
communications issues common to 
regulators from Missouri, Texas, 
Oklahoma, and Kansas. The goal has 
been to encourage productive dialogue 
with Southwestern Bell on a number of 
issues, including ONA 

Docket No. 87-14-44 was established 
before this commission to implement the 
Link-Up America Assistance Rogram. 
The Docket has been closed but the 
commission continues to administer the 
program on a daily basis. 
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During 1989, the Staff continued its 
review of all and 
thespgduws for each iedustry group 
in an effort to correct problems in 
organization, mnsis&enq, language, and 
guidelines. The result will be a complete 
reorganization and many substantive 
revisions to the -. 

The proposed revisions are now 
under management review. On 
management approval, comments will be 
invited and a formal proceeding initiated. 
The project is anticipated to require an 
allocation of resources through 1990. 

During 1989, Staf€ also initiated and 
concluded Docket No. 89-034-R, in which 
amendments ad additions were made to 
the 1. 

Those amendments reflected recent 
changes to the Federal Pipeline Safety 
Code, as required by Ark Code A m ;  
Section 23-15-205(d). The most 
significant change adopted was a new 
section mering random drug testing for 
certain operators of pipeline facilities. 

Other rules Dockets concerned 
competitive telexmnmmicatiom carrier 
rules,minimumfilmgrequi.rementsfor all 
utilities, reduced minimum filing 
requirements for small telephone 
companies, and the One Can Center. 

. .  

ATJDlT OF 
s 

The Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission performed a compliance 
audit of Oklahoma Gas and Electric 
Company (OG&E) for the period 
1984-1988. StaE responded to requests 
fnnn FERC auditors for an analysis of the 
rate and accoUnting effects of OG&E 
Metsbeforethe APSCduringtheaudit 
period and for information regarding 
OG&E's Arkansas retail fuel adjustment 
rider and related costs. Staff members 
visited OG&E to discuss FERC's 
preliminary findings and submitted 
written comments to FERC regarding the 
audit recommendations. 

C AUDIT OF A R , I S A m  
5 

Staff responded to a questionnaire 
concerning the FERC's current audit of 
Arkamas Power and Iight Company. 

By 199O,ArkansaslawrequiresAP&L 

nite in their generating plants if 
economically feasible. AP&L has 
conducted tests at White Bluff Steam 
Station to see if burning the lignite will be 
economical. 

Studies conducted in conjunctionwith 
the test burns determined that it is not 
economical under current market 
conditions for AP&L to burn lignite. 
Feasiiility will be reevaluated in 1994. 

to tRlrn up to 10% of Arkansas Coaulig- 
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Section 15. National Regulatory 
Organization Participation 

National Association of 
Regulatory Utility 

The National Association of 
Regulatory Utility commissioners 

(NARUC) is a quasi-governmental 
mn-profit oorporation founded in 1889. 
NARUCmembership is mmpaed of the 
governmental agencies of the fifty states 
and the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and 10 federal 
commissions. NARUC's objective is to 
improve the quality and effectiveness of 
public regulation of utilities and car- 
riers. 

NARUC operates through 
committees and subcommittees. Those 
groups advance regulation through study 
and discussion of the operation and 
supelvision of public utilities and car- 
riers. Through promoting coordinated 
action by the commissions, the 
organization serves to protect the public 
interest. 

NARUC has numerous sub- 
committees which are composed 
pnmarily of staff members of the variom 
state commissions. In addition, there are 
an Executive Committee and stauding 
committees on Administration, Com- 
munications, Electricity, Energy 
Consemtion, Finance and T&ollogy, 
Gas, Transportation, and Water. 
Appointments to both committees and 
subcommittees are made by the presi- 
dent of NARUC 

The Arkansas Public Service 
commission is currently represented by 

Commissioners 
the following committee and subcom- 
mittee asignments: 

8 

8 

* 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

* 
8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

Patricia S. Qualls - Executive 
committee 
Julius D. Keamey - Committee on 
Gas 
Patricia S. QuaUs - Committee on 

Sam Bratton - Committee on 
Finance &Technology 
David Slaton - Subcommittee on 
Administrative Law Judges 
Sarah M. Bradshaw - Subcom- 
mittee onLaw 
Jerrell L Clark - Subcommittee on 
Executive Directors 
Lou Ann Westerfield - Subcom- 
mittee on Electricity 
Mary Rusk - Subcommittee on 
Computers 
Gail Jones - Subcommittee on Gas 
David Lewis - Subcommittee on 
Gas 
D o m  Gray - Subcommittee on 
Management Analysis 
Russell D. Widmer - Subcom- 
mittee on Accounts 
W t e r  Nixon - Subcommittee on 
Energy Conservation 
Samuel Loudenslager - Subcom- 
mittee on communications 
Patricia S.Qualls -Subcommittee 
on Nuclear Issues - Wste Disposal 

Electricity 
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Section 16. ReceiDts & Disbursements 

Utility Assessments 
pipeline Safety Assessments 
Ann~~IFFilingFees 
Other F h g  Fees 
MiscellaneousFees 
Security Approval Fees 
Federal Reimbursement 
Non-Revenue 
Refund to Expenditure - Current Year 

Total Receipts 

Less 15% Treasury Fees 

Net Deposit 

Regularsalaries 
Extra Help 
Group Insurance 
Retirement 
Federal Ins. Contr. 
Career Recognition Payment 
postage 
Telephone 
Freight 
Bankcharges 

$4,286,61200 
272709.00 

340.00 
2,76750 
8,619.61 
3375.00 
66,674.27 
36,02439 
24.050.64 

$4,701,072.4 1 

(68,614.85) 

5878545.45 
k630.88 
94,16125 
189,156.26 
213526.74 
3,100.00 
20,58200 
9393.80 
321.75 
20.00 
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printing by PrivateVendors 
RintingbyDOC 
Printing by DFA Quick (hpy 

FilmPruces~hg 
BuildingMaintenanCe 
Furniture&EquipmentMaintemce 
Pub. Safety Equipment Maintenance 
Vehicle Maintenance 
Special Research Equipment Maintenance 
DPMaintenance 
Rent of OEce Space 
Rent of Furniture & Equipment 
Rent of copiers 
Rent of Postage Meters 
Repair of Postage Equpment 
Rent of DP Equipment 
Rent of Transportation Equipment 
Other Rental 
Meals & Lodging 0. B. Intra 
Meals & Lodging Education. 
Meals & Lodging 0. B. Inter. 
Meals & Lodging Education 
MealsBrLodghgConfere~ 
MileageOfLBusIntra. 
Mileage OfL Bus Inter. 
M.ileageEducatian&ThSng 
Milcageconf. 
Common carrier Of€ Bus. Inter. 
Common Carrier Education 
~mmonCarrierconE 

Advertising&QippingseMce 

495325 
L616.46 
&ma.4Q 
5,036.07 

43.18 
876.49 

48,177.76 
19.69 

6,060.44 
37.59 

39,722.32 
125,964.00 
2&100.06 

98937 
344.94 
163.80 
68.90 

194.90 
738.50 

13,622.26 
132.52 

45157.97 
i8,m.i4 
5,838.69 

299.68 
291.86 
473.09 
184.97 

29,882 18 
8,522 15 
4499.91 
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IntraReimMtalsBrmghg 
Mileage 
ConrmOnCarrier 
Inter Reim Meals & Lodging 
Intentate Mileage 
Interstate Common Carrier 
Intrastate OK Bus. 
IntrastateEducation&Training 
Interstate off. Bus. 
Interstate Education 
Intrastate anf. 
Administration Fees & Services 
DP by State Agency (not DCS) 
Other Administrative Fees 
LegalFees 
LegalFeesReimbursableExp. 
Other Legal Fees. 
courier SeMces 

Vehicle Insurance 
Building & Contents Insurance 
DP Service Center Services 
centra 
MBrRSewiceFee 
Intrastate off. Bus. 
I n ~ E d u C a t i O n a l  
IntlastakCc)d 
InterstatemBUs. 
Interstate W u d o n  
IntcrstateconE 
AssociationDues 

SecUrityseMm 

583.80 
48.76 

w3.m 
lSSl8.96 

52200 
9,734.02 

53.92 
311.00 
311.04 
13286 
267.00 

24,821.11 
1873.63 
744.00 

96,61857 
16,865.15 

35.00 
1847.95 
475.65 

3,150.00 
3,219.00 
7226 

79,032 14 
10.0 
310.00 

4,754.00 
610.00 
2840.00 
15333.00 
l,655.00 
27,51157 
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COntractLabor 
Vehicle License 
crdtcardpurchases 
Stationery & Office Supplies 
Non Expendable o& Supplies 
Subscriptions & publications 
FoodStuffs 
KitchenLkinitor Supplies 
DP Supplies 
purchase of DP Software 
SaleS&USe’Iilx 
state WlthhOlding 
Workers Compensation Tax 

Total Opera- Ercpenses 

Office Machines 
OfficeFurniture 
Photographic Equipment 
Data Proaxsing Equipment 
ShopMachinery&’Ibols 
Engineering Equipment 

%tal Disbursements 

Depits Over Disbursements 

3,m.n 
19750 

4,73134 
42830.01 

130.00 
53,18830 
183.07 
2252 

6J68.99 
15,612.93 
3,422.00 
1,683.44 
5997.95 

11548.15 
8,421.68 
141.62 

100,150.72 
295.76 
n60 

s272490.15 
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